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BEACH EROSION 
Extension of Federal Aid to Private as Well as Publie Property 


MONDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND HARBORS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a, m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman of 
the subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Biarnix. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors will come 
to order. 

We are holding hearings this morning on H. R. 4470, by our col- 
league and dear friend, Mr. Auchincloss, of New Jersey, as well as 19 
other similar or related bills entitled “An act authorizing Federal 
participation in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned 
property.” 

Without objection, at this point of the record we will insert the bill, 
H. R. 4470. 

( H. R. 4470 is as follows :) 


[H. R. 4470, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing Federal participation in the cost 
of protecting the shores of publicly owned property,’ approved August 13, 1946 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled “An Act authorizing 
Federal participation in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned 
property”, approved August 13, 1946, is hereby amended to read as follows: “That 
(a) with the purpose of preventing damage to public and private property and 
promoting and encouraging the healthful recreation of the people, it is hereby 
declared to be the policy of the United States, subject to the following provisions 
of this Act— 


“(1) to assist in paying the cost of projects, initiated by States or political 
subdivisions thereof, for the construction, but not the maintenance, of works 
for the improvement and protection against erosion, by waves and currents, 
of the shores of the United States ; and 

“(2) in any case where a State, municipality, or other political subdivision 
of a State has heretofore or hereafter erected a sea wall to prevent erosion, 
by waves and currents, to a public highway considered by the Chief of 
Engineers of the Army to be sufficiently important to justify protection, to 
assist in paying the cost of any project, initiated by such State, municipality, 
or other political subdivision, for the repair and improvement of such wall 
and the protection thereof by the building of an artificial beach or by other 
appropriate means. 


“(b) The Federal contribution in the case of any project referred to in subsec- 
tion (a) shall not exceed one-third of the cost of the project, and the remainder 
shall be paid by the State, municipality, or other political subdivision in which 
the project is located. 
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“(ce) The Chief of Engineers is authorized to make investigations and studies 
to determine the need for projects referred to in paragraph (2) of subsection (a). 

“(d) No Federal contribution shall be made with respect to a project under 
this Act unless the plan therefor shall have been specifically adopted and author- 
ized by Congress after investigation and study by the Beach Erosion Board under 
the provision of section 2 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930, 
as amended and supplemented. 

“Sec. 2. When the Chief of Engineers shall find that any such project has been 
carried out in accordance with the plan adopted and authorized by Congress he 
shall cause to be paid to the State, municipality, or other political subdivision 
involved the amount authorized by Congress. 

“Sec. 3. The Chief of Engineers may, in his discretion, from time to time, 
make payments on such projects as the work progresses, but these payments, in- 
cluding previous payments, if any, shall not be more than the United States pro 
rata part of the value of the labor and materials which have been actually 
put into such project in conformity with the plan adopted and authorized by 
Congress : Provided, That work on projects under this Act may be undertaken by 
the Chief of Engineers upon the request of, and contribution of required funds 
by, the interested State, municipality, or other political subdivision. 

“Sec. 4. As used in this Act, the word ‘shores’ includes all the shore lines of 
the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, the Great Lakes, and lakes, 
estuaries, and bays directly connected therewith.” 


Mr. Biarnik. I would like the record to show at this time that we 
had promised the gentleman from New Jersey hearings during the last 
session on this rather interesting subject which introduces the new 
policy or new approach to a very serious problem which has been con- 
fronting the States and local governmental units, as well as private 
pr operty owners, on shore properties that have been exposed and sub- 
jected to consistent and persistent and deteriorating erosion which is 
wearing those shores away over a period of many years. 

Iw ould like the record to show that the gentleman from New Jersey 
yielded in the last session because of the ‘lengthy controversy on the 
very important highway hearings we held at that time. With his 
patience and graciousness he consented to ¢ arry these hearings over to 
this session. 

Mr. Auchincloss, we are very happy to take up your measure. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent that we introduce in the rec- 
ord the report from the Department of the Army, which also makes 
reference to the comment from the Bureau of the Budget. 

(The report from the Department of Army is as follows S:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., July 15, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your requests for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H. R. 31, 2632, 3093, 3146, 3450, and 4479, 
84th Congress, bills to authorize Federal participation in the cost of protecting 
the shores of privately owned real property as well as the shores of publicly 
owned real property, and H. R. 4470, 4519, 4522, 4575, 4617, 4618, and 4622, to 
amend the act entitled “An act authorizing Federal participation in the cost of 
protecting the shores of publicly owned property,” approved August 13, 1946. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bills which 
provide for amendments to the act of August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1056), pertaining 
to shore protection. The proposed amendments to existing law and the views 
of the Department of the Army, including certain suggested changes, are set 
forth more specifically below. H. R. 4479 is different from any of the other bills 
in that it, in effect, inserts a definition of “waves” to include tidal floods caused 
by hurricanes. The purpose of existing law is to protect from erosion whereas 
sudden damage from tidal floods is outside of this field of protection from the 
general wearing-away process of erosion. This Department cannot recommend 
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favorable action on such a provision in beach-erosion legislation. Otherwise the 
bills all conform to H. R. 31 or H. R. 4470. The bill H. R. 4470 is an amplification 
of H. R. 31 and would achieve the desired results in a more complete manner. 
This Department considers H. R. 4470 to be preferable to H. R. 31, and accord- 
ingly, the ensuing comments will be restricted to H. R. 4470. 

Section 1 of the act of 1946 declared it to be the policy of the United States, 
with the purpose of preventing damage to public property and promoting and 
encouraging the healthful recreation of the people, to assist in the construction, 
but not the maintenance, of works for the improvement and protection against 
erosion by waves and currents of the shores of the United States that are owned 
by States, municipalities, or other political subdivisions, subject to certain stipu- 
lations, including provisos that the Federal contribution toward the construction 
of protective works shall not in any case evceed one-third of the total cost and 
that the plan of protection shall have been specifically adopted and authorized 
by Congress after investigation and study by the Beach Erosion Board. 

H. R. 4470 would amend the basic policy in the 1946 act by extending Federal 
assistance to restoration and protection of privately owned shores. While the 
Department of the Army, based on experience to date, considers that it would be 
in the public interest to protect private property in certain cases, it is suggested 
that the law specifically define the conditions under which Federal assistance 
toward such protection would be provided. The following criteria are suggested 
for specification in the law : 

1. (a) The shores must be available, accessible, and suitable for public 
use, and satisfactory assurances must be given that they will remain in 
public use throughout the useful life of the project; or (b) the privately 
owned shores must serve to protect adjoining publicly owned property under 
conditions which make it economically advantageous to preserve the pri- 
vately owned shore in order to prevent imminent damage to public property ; 
or (c) the privately owned shores are so situated as to receive incidental 
benefit from the project at no added cost. 

2. Except where private benefits are entirely incidental, the Federal con- 
tribution toward the cost should be reduced below the maximum permitted 
by law in the ratio that estimated private benefits bear to estimated total 
benefits. 

Section 1 (a) (1) of H. R. 4470 would change the language of the act of 1946 
from “* * * assist in the construction * * *” to ‘“* * * assist in paying the 
cost of projects, initiated by States or political subdivisions thereof, for the 
construction * * *.” The purpose of this change in language is not clear, but 
it may be intended to make eligible for Federal reimbursement, works which 
were planned and accomplished entirely as local projects without prior aid of a 
cooperative study by the Beach Erosion Board created by the act of July 3, 1930 
(46 Stat. 945). Any change in the law which would permit such an interpreta- 
tion is believed to be undesirable. Such local works, mostly unsuccessful, have 
probably cost in the aggregate many millions of dollars. Technical and eco- 
nomic evaluation of the worth of such works would be difficult and controversial, 
and establishment now of such a retroactive policy would be without precedent 
in Federal public works. 

Section 1 (a) (2) of H. R. 4470 would amend the provision in the act of 1946 
which authorizes Federal aid toward the repair and protection of seawalls here- 
tofore constructed by political subdivisions to protect important public high- 
ways. The amendment proposed would provide Federal aid additionally to sea- 
walls hereafter constructed, and would further make possible retroactive reim- 
bursement for previous repairs and improvements of such seawalls by local 
interests. The Department of the Army believes that studies by the Beach 
Erosion Board provide a means for securing appropriate Federal aid for any 
shore-protection measures hereafter required. 

The Department does not favor any general provision of law which would 
provide retroactive reimbursement for works constructed without benefit of a 
prior study by the Board. It is believed that the seawall proviso in the 1946 act 
provides unwarranted special consideration for shores which have been pro- 
tected by seawalls as compared with shores protected by other means, and that 
a more equitable basis for Federal aid would be established by deletion rather 
than amendment of the seawall proviso. 

Section 1 (c) of H. R. 4470 may be construed to authorize Federal studies of 
seawall-protected shores without the customary requirement for a local contribu- 
tion toward the cost of the study. It is believed that seawall studies should 


74187—56——2 














4 BEACH EROSION 


meet the same conditions of local cooperation as other cooperative beach erosion 
studies. Section 1 (c) would thus be unnecessary. 

The Department of the Army offers no objection to the enactment of H. R. 4470 
if revised in accordance with the foregoing comments. However, the Department 
is of the opinion that certain additional modifications of existing law pertaining 
to shore protection would be advisable in the public interest. These modifications 
concern Federal assistance toward periodic beach nourishment, and the exclu- 
sion from the limitation of Federal assistance of those remedial measures neces- 
sitated by coastal works owned by the United States and constructed or acquired 
specifically for purposes of the Armed Forces. Since the Bureau of the Budget 
is of the opinion that such moditications are not germane to the introduced bills, 
consideration is being given to the submission of these additional provisions as 
a separate legislative proposal. 


This Department has no information as to the fiscal effect of enactment of 
the bill. 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 

of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. Srevens, Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Biarnrx. In opening the iinet! in order to give us the 
legal basis and a statement of the problem which is referred to in these 
bills, we will hear our very good friend, Brig. Gen. T. D. Weaver, 
president of the Beach Erosion Board. 

General Weaver, it is a pleasure to have you before this committee 
this morning. We have been visiting with you and have been in- 
specting your projects in the field over these past many years. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. T. D. WEAVER, PRESIDENT, BEACH 
EROSION BOARD, ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JOHN U. ALLEN, ASSIST- 
ANT CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS; JOE 
BRENNAN, CIVIL WORKS DIVISION, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS; AND RICHARD EATON, BEACH EROSION BOARD 


General Weaver. Thank you, Mr. Blatnik, and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

Lam Brig. Gen. Theron D. Weaver, president of the Beach Erosion 
Board. General Itschner, who is Assistant Chief of E ngineers for 

Civil Works, had fully expected to be here this morning in view of 
the importance of the bill, to make an opening statement. However, 
he was called to the White House and cannot attend. 

With your permission, and in the hopes of perhaps being of some 
help to the committee, I should like to review briefly the provisions of 
the bill which is before the committee and the salient features of the 
existing law pertaining to Federal assistance in protecting the publicly 
owned shores of the United States, and point out the modifications of 
the law as proposed in the bill now being considered by you, H. R. 4470. 

As you know, the Secretary of the Army in a letter dated July 15, 
1955, addressed to the chairman of the Committee on Public Works, 
furnished the views of the Department of the Army on this bill. 1 
will briefly restate or summarize the Secretary’s comments. 

Public Law 727, which would be amended—in fact, replaced—by 
H. R. 4470, provides for Federal assistance to States, ‘municipalities 
and other political divisions in the improvement and protection of 
publicly owned shores against erosion by waves and currents by assist- 
ing in the construction, but not the maintenance, of such coastal works. 
The Federal contribution is limited to one-third of the total cost of the 
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construction of protective works which have been specifically adopted 
and authorized by Congress after investigation and study by the 
Beach Erosion Board. 

H. R. 4470 would extend such Federal assistance to privately owned 
shores. 

The Department of the Army considers that, in certain instances, it 
would be in the public interest to protect private property, but feels 
that the law should specifically define the conditions under which 
Federal assistance would be provided. The following criteria were 
suggested in the Secretary’s letter : 

1. (a) The shores must be available, accessible and suitable for 
public use, and satisfactory assurances must be given that they 
will remain in public use throughout the useful life of the project ; 
or 

(b) The privately owned shores must serve to protect adjoining 
publicly owned property under conditions which make it eco- 
nomically advantageous to preserve the privately owned shore in 
order to prevent imminent dam: age to public property; or 

(c) The privately owned shores are so situated as to receive 
incidental benefit from the project at no added cost. 

The degree of Federal assistance currently authorized and that 
proposed in H. R. 4470 may vary according to the interpretations 
placed on the wording of H. R. 4470. As I said previously, Public 
7 aw 727 provides for assistance in the construction of projects author- 
ized by Congress after a cooperative study by the Beach Erosion 
Board. Section 1 (a) (1) of H. R. 4470 would change the language 
of the act of 1946 from “* * * assist in the construction * * *” to 
“* * * assist in paying the cost of projects, initiated by States or 
political subdivisions thereof, for the construction * * *”. The pur- 
pose of this change in language i is not clear, but it may be intended to 
make eligible for Federal reimbursement, works which were planned 
and accomplished entirely as local projects without prior aid of a 
cooperative study by the Beach Erosion Board created by the act of 
July 3, 1930 (46 Stat. 945). Any change in the law which would give 
such an interpretation is believed to be undesirable. Such local works, 
mostly unsuccessful, have probably cost in the aggregate many millions 
of dollars. Technical and economic evaluation of the worth of such 
works would be difficult and controversial, and establishment now of 
such a retroactive policy would be without precedent in Federal public 
works. 

| The Secretary of the Army in his letter suggested the following as 
one of the criteria for defining the conditions governing Federal 
assistance : 


Except where private benefits are entirely incidental, the Federal contribution 
toward the cost should be reduced below the maximum permitted by law in the 
ratio that estimated private benefits bear to estimated total benefits. 

This suggested method for evaluating the Federal share of the cost 
may, if adopted, be somewhat difficult of application, but it is one way 
of determining the measure of the Federal interest. 

The Federal assistance in protection by seawalls would be modified 
materially by H. R. 4470. Section 1 (a) of H. R. 4470 would amend the 
i provision in the act of 1946 which authorizes Federal aid toward the 
1 repair and protection of seawalls heretofore constructed by political 

. subdivisions to protect important public highways. The amendment 
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proposed would provide Federal aid additionally to seawalls hereafter 
constructed, and would further make possible retroactive reimburse- 
ment for previous repairs and improvements of such seawalls by local 
interests. The Department of the Army believes that studies by the 
Beach Erosion Board provide a means for securing appropriate Fed- 
eral and for any shore protection measures hereafter required. The 
Department does not favor any general provision of law which would 
provide retroactive reimbursement for works constructed without 
benefit of a prior study by the Board. It is believed that the seawall 
proviso in the 1946 act provides unwarranted special consideration for 
shores which have been protected by seawalls as compared with shores 
protected by other means, and that a more equitable basis for Federal 
aid would be established by deletion rather than amendment of the 
seawall proviso. 

There is also another feature of H. R. 4470 which should be noted 
in connection with the special status of seawalls. Under existing law 
a cooperative study in which the cooperating agency shares the cost 
is required before a project may be authorized. Section 1 (c) of H. R. 
4470 would authorize the Chief of Engineers to make investigations 
and studies to determine the need for seawall projects as referred 
to in paragraph (2) of subsection (a). The Army feels that this 
section may be construed to authorize Federal studies of seawall- 
protected shores without the customary requirement for a local con- 
tribution toward the cost of the study. It is believed that seawall 
studies should meet the same conditions of local cooperation as other 
cooperative beach erosion studies. Section 1 (c) would thus be 
unnecessary. 

The Secretary of the Army stated in his letter that the Department 
offered no objection to the enactment of H. R. 4470 if revised in 
accordance with the comments furnished in the letter. 

The Secretary also stated that the Department is of the opinion 
that certain additional modifications of existing law pertaining to 
shore protection would be advisable in the public interest. These 
modifications concern Federal assistance toward periodic beach nour- 
ishment, and the exclusion from the limitation of Federal assistance 
of those remedial measures necessitated by coastal works owned 
by the United States and constructed or acquired specifically for pur- 
poses of the Armed Forces. Since the Bureau of the Budget is of 
the opinion that such modifications are not germane to the introduced 
bills, consideration is being given to the submission of those additional 
provisions as a separate legislative proposal. 

Gentlemen, this concludes the summary of the Army’s views on 
H. R. 4470. The subject of beach erosion and the measures for pro- 
tection against erosion are really parts of the much greater problems 
involved in the development of the Nation’s water resources. You 
know that the Federal policies followed in such development are not 
identical—particularly the policies concerning the Federal interest 
as measured in terms of Federal financial assistance. Reclamation, 
flood control, navigation, and beach erosion differ in the degree of 
Federal support. The measures proposed in H. R. 4470 are a move- 
ment toward narrowing the gap between the no Federal assistance 
in the protection of privately owned property from damages by the 
sea to substantial assistance on or to private property under the other 
programs. Any changes in beach erosion-control policies are quite 
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rightly a matter for the Congress to decide. I will be glad to answer 
any questions to the extent that I am able to. 
fr. Buarnix. General, thank you very much for your statement. 

Members of the committee, we have some questions on additional 
information, but in view of the fact that we have quite a few witnesses, 
although their statements would be br ief, we should like, if possible, 
to fill the record in today’s proceedings with all of the facts from 
both sides and get the points of view of the parties concerned as much 
as it is possible, If the Chair may suggest it, further detailed ques- 
tioning will be in order later on of the gener: al and other re presenta- 
tives of the Corps of Engineers. So to ) expedite the matter I would 
like to move along, but still would like to have any basic questions 
dealing with this, and then we will go into any detailed questions 
later on. 

Are there any questions from my right? 

General Weaver. Mr. Blatnik, may ‘Task a question? Ihave a few 
copies of this summary table that the members of your committee 
might like to have. 

Mr. Buarntx. We would like to have those passed out to the mem 
bers of the committee. Would you also want to include it as part of 
your testimony here, General ? 

General Weaver. I do not think it is necessary. It is only a work- 
sheet. Just a quick guide to look at. 

Mr. Brarntk. Are there any questions to my left? 

Mr. Baupwry. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Mr. Buarnux. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. General, this definition of what the word “shores” 
includes at the end of the bill, where it says 
all the shore lines of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, the 
Great Lakes, and lakes, estuaries, and bays directly connected therewith— 
would you interpret that to include islands? I will give you a specifie 
example. I have the district in which the Sacramento and San Joa- 
quin Rivers join and then go down into San Francisco Bay. There are 
numerous islands there completely surrounded by water, sloughs, and 
so forth. Do you interpret this to include islands of that kind ¢ 

General Weaver. I do, Mr. Congressman, because they have already 
considered islands and had projects and cooperative studies on islands 
such as Grand Island, I think it is, down near New Orleans, and Fire 
Island on the shores up at New Jersey. They are islands. There is 
one minor point in connection with this thing. It is understood, of 
course, this includes the Territories of the United States, because we 
have studies in Hawaii and Puerto Rico, but maybe the committee 
might want to add the word “Territories” so that it is clearly stated 
in your bill. 

One other minor thing which happened to occur to me is that the title 
of the present act is the protection of the publicly owned shores of the 
United States. When a bill in final form is drafted you might want it 
to be public and private shores, or something of that sort, so that it will 
not be confined to publicly owned shores thereafter. 

Mr. Rogers. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Buarnikx. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Rocrrs. General, I wonder if you thought that the language in 
lines 6 and 7 is sufficiently clear to prevent an interpretation of the bill 
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later on to mean that we can go in and fix any private property. The 
language I believe now reads: 


with the purpose of preventing damage to public and private property * * * 


I notice in your worksheet you put some limitation in there, but I 
wondered if maybe the language spelled out in the bill could contain a 
little more limiting language saying “private property which benefits 
public property,” for example. 

General Weaver. It might have to be spelled out so as not to be all 
private property, but I think it is up to the Congress to spell out the 
proviso so that it is not 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. I wanted to know if you thought it was a good 
idea and if you recommend that. 

General Weaver. I think so. The Secretary said that assistance to 
private property should be further defined or fall within certain 
criteria which he suggested as alternates. You noticed those are all 
“or’s” and not “and’s” on there. 

Mr. Rogers. You think it might be wise to spell it out definitely ? 

General Weaver. It might be well to spell out the conditions under 
which assistance to private property is to be rendered. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you. 

Mr. Faution. General, has any study been made as to the cost of 
this project if it is entered into by the Federal Government ? 

General Weaver. You mean as defined under the existing or pro- 
posed amendment to the bill? No. It is not quite clear how far 
the provisos might extend, especially under the interpretations for 
retroactive payments, maybe, if that was the intention—I do not know 
whether it was—for works constructed long ago, that is, to find out 
what they were worth, and how much they cost, and what degree 
of Federal assistance or Federal interest is involved in each case. 
It is a complicated problem and I do not think any estimate of the 
total cost of this bill was made. 

I would like to ask either Mr. Brennan or Mr. Eaton if they know 
of any such. 

Mr. Eaton. No, sir. There is no detailed estimate made. 

Mr. Brennan. There has been no estimate made of the possible 
cost of the measures to be encompassed by this bill. 

General Weaver. Does that answer your question, Mr. Congress- 
man ? 

Mr. Faxon. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. The thing that has been of some concern to me for 
some time in this beach erosion, or one factor, at least, is that only 
public property that abuts on the water itself is subject to Federal 
contribution to the extent of one-third of the cost. Is that correct? 

General Weaver. That is defined as publicly owned shores. 

Mr. Cramer. That means any municipal, State, county, or Federal. 

General Weaver. Or other local subdivision of the Government 
owning those properties. 

Mr. Cramer. For the committee’s information, I introduced H. R. 
5363, which was considered to be a sort of compromise on this whole 
proposition in case we could not work out Mr. Auchincloss’ bill. Of 
course, [ am very much in favor of his bill. 

To give you an example of what the present legislation means, 
my own home county, for instance, the total cost of a project we have 
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there is $17,717,000. The Federal participation share was $34,300, 
which happens to be the case because of the lack of ownership on 
the part of public bodies. Actually the local board felt it was hardly 
worth all of the redtape needed to get Federal assistance engineering- 
wise and otherwise in order to acquire the $34,000, which seems to 
defeat the real purpose of the present legislation. There may be 
similar situations to that in other instances. 

The purpose of my bill was to make available Federal participation 
on the same basis of one-third where it was shown, for instance, that 
in Pinellas County we have a string of islands with a State highway 
going the full length of the islands. That highway on a number of 
occasions has been damaged by erosion. There is intervening private 
property between the public road and the beach, but erosion has worn 
through the private property and gotten to the road. Under those 
circumstances there is no provision anywhere in the Federal law for 
the Federal Government to participate along that entire stretch, 
although a public road is endangered by erosion. 

My bill’s purpose was to make available Federal assistance in those 
instances shania public property is endangered and is likely to be 
endangered in the future, or has been endangered in the past by 
erosion, despite the fact that. there is private property intervening 
between the beach and the public property, and providing a formula 
for participation on one-sixth of the cost basis where it could be 
shown that 50 percent of the estimated dollar value of the benefits 
would result to the public property, as compared to the private prop- 
erty. That was just an arbitrary formula which I set up in order 
to get a working idea. 

Fin very much interested in some beach erosion assistance that 
is effective. I do not think in many, many instances that beach 
erosion asistance at this time is effective, and I am giving this as an 
example. 

General Weaver. I do not know whether I want to comment too 
much, but the case you cite is certainly true. The seawall proviso— 
it happened your causeway had been protected by a seawall which 
would fall in the 1946 act clause so it could be assisted, but that was 
a special measure and I do not think it involved or in general that 
it covers all of the cases which you perhaps have in mind. 

Mr. Cramer. Do you not think the present Federal participation, 
which applies only to property abutting the water—do you not think 
there is every justification where it can be shown the property is subject 
to damage by erosion, and it is adjacent to the public property, even 
though it does not abut the water, it, too, should be protected, at least 
under the same formula ? 

General Weaver. It gets to be a difficult thing to determine how 
much the Federal interest is in that case. I think I did indicate the 
Department of the Army favored assistance to privately owned prop- 
erties when they fulfill either one of these three criteria. One of them 
is that they protect important public things which would otherwise 
be damaged. In spelling out how to determine that it would be a 
little diffic ult, and the way it is proposed in the Secretary’s letter is 
simply one measure of determining the Federal interest. 

My own personal views are there is an interest to look with greater 
sympathy to the needs for protecting privately owned property or 
frontage under certain circumstances. 
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Mr. Cramer. General, that is not my point. My objective is not to 
protect private property. ; 

General Wraver. No; but where it is necessary for the public pro- 
tection. 

Mr. Cramer. But where you have private property intervening 
and public property is endangered. What you are after is the pro- 
tection of public property. It seems to me there is just as much 
justification for protecting public property when it is endangered, 
whether there is intervening private property there or not. The con- 
cept is that the public property is endangered. 

If you have a strip of land, as there is in this instance, of anywhere 
from 50 to 250 feet wide of private property protecting a public 
highway, I do not see why it 1s not just as important to have that 
public property protected as public property actually on the water. 

General Weaver. It would if there was real danger to the public 
property, I believe. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buatntx. Thank you very much, General. 

The next witness is our dear friend and colleague, the Honorable 
James C. Auchincloss of New Jersey, author of H. R. 4470, who will 
testify in behalf of his own measure and also has some witnesses to 
present. Mr. Auchincloss. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES C. AUCHINCLOSS, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Avcuincioss. Mr. Chairman, right at the start I want to ac- 
knowledge the help that you have given me, which has been tremen- 
dous throughout the years that we have discussed this bill. I say 
years in quotation marks. You were very kind to me and you have 
been very patient. Finally to have such a full-dress hearing such as 
this is something beyond my wildest dreams. I want to thank you for 
it very much. Not only for that, but for your friendship. 

Gentlemen, I think it might be helpful if I briefly explained what 
prompted the introduction of H. R. 4470. It is a revision of the 
previous bill which I introduced which I think is H. R. 33. This 
bill was drafted by legislative counsel after they had consulted with 
counsel in the Corps of Engineers. It rewrites to a certain extent 
Public Law 727 in order to clarify it, but in only one major particu- 
lar is it changed, that is, to permit the use of Federal funds for the 
protection of private property, as well as public property. This idea 
was prompted by the survey made by the Corps of Engineers of the 
northern section of the New Jersey coastline from Sandy Hook down 
to just about the middle of the New Jersey coastline, a place called 
Barnegat Inlet. This was completed in 1954 and here is the report. 
You can see yourself that it is very comprehensive and very complete 
report in every way about the problems on that section of the coast 
covering an area of roughly 100 miles. 

I think the Army Engineers are to be highly congratulated on this 
survey report. It was done in conjunction with the representative 
and the engineers of the State. 

The other part of the coastline is now being surveyed and I think 
that report will be ready perhaps in the next six months. 
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The cost of this recommendation is estimated to amount to about 
$24 million. 

Under the present law, the Federal Government would be obligated 
to the extent of about $3 million. The State of New Jersey or politi- 

cal subdivisions thereof would be obligated to the neighborhood of 
$21 million. -.That,is a pretty big bill for the State to undertake for 
half of their coastline. If my “pill prevails, it would change the 
amounts to $8 million for the Federal Government and about $16 mil- 
lion for the State and its political subdivisions. But the important 
thing about this survey is that it emphasizes throughout the necessity 
for treating this erosion problem as an overall problem, and not piece- 
meal. You cannot take a section of the coastline—any coastline, 
whether it is the Great Lakes or along the sea—and say that we will 
put in jetties and groins and feed the beaches, or put a seawall here, 
or whatever it may be, without affecting the contiguous areas. So if 
it is treated as one problem, it is much more effective, and a really and 
truly efficient job will be done. 

In this survey this segment of the coastline is divided by the Army 
engineers into three different sections. They do not recommend that 
certain publicly owned lands should be treated to the exclusion of 
others, but they do suggest that work be done on segments of this 
section of the coastline, with each segment covering around, I would 
say, roughly, 15 to 25 miles. 

As I have already said, it is not aimed in this bill 4470 to change 
any of the provisions of the present law, except that approach to the 
use of public funds for the protection of private property. That has 
been a source of criticism. I think we all understand that we do not 
wish to use public money, the taxpayers’ money, for the protection of 
some private individual. I am sympathetic to that. But, gentlemen, 
let me point out that, in the matter of flood control, public funds are 
used for private and publicly owned property, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment pays the entire cost. There is no contribution made by the 
State or political subdivision. 

Furthermore, in the legislation that is pending before Congress, or 
committees of Congress, where provision is made to render hurricane- 
damage protection, there is no distinction whatever made between 
public and privately owned property. The same property is hurt by 
the same elements. 

What are the safeguards against the abuse of the use of public funds 
for the protection of private property? I do not need to mention the 
details for you gentlemen, but the screening necessary in the appro- 
priation of any money and for the approv: al of any project is very 
intense. A bill must be introduced. Then it is referred to the Army 
engineers for a report, and they take it up with the Bureau of the 
Budget. The consideration of the report of the Army Engineers is 
given by the committee. It is acted on by the committee and is passed 
or rejected by the House of Representatives. The same procedure 
goes on in the Senate. It has to be signed by the President. In addi- 
tion to all that, gentlemen, the assurance of the State that is affected 
must be secured that it will participate to the extent of two-thirds of 
the estimated cost. Not only that, but they ee also agree to the 
maintenance of the project when it is finished. I do not believe any 
legislation has any more thorough screening than that. 

74187—56——3 
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It seems to me a very, very remote thing that any abuse of the use 
of public funds would be involved. 

I would like to speak briefly about the amendments suggested by 
the Army engineers. First, however, I would like to point out an 
amendment which I sponsor ‘for this bill on page 2, line 13. Take out 
the words “repair and”. In that section it is provided that Federal 
funds would be used for “the repair and improvement” of a seawall. 
{ can understand the objection of the Army engineers to repairing an 
old, broken down wall which was not built under their specifications, 
but the improvement of that seawall which may take a different angle 
or be changed in some way or another might be properly incorporated 
in the legislation. The Army engineers suggest that the public shores 
are “ available, accessible and suitable,” and that they will remain in 
public use throughout the useful life ‘of the project. Who is to de- 
cide on the availability, accessibility and suitability of the shoreline, 
and how can anyone guarantee that there will be no change in the use 
of the shore or any portion of the shores during the days to come and 
during the life of the project ? 

The whole idea of my bill is to make this approach to beach erosion 
more flexible. In that way more can be accomplished than by having 
the law rigid and making it impossible to achieve some of the im- 
provements that are so necessary. 

Another suggestion from the Army engineers is that privately 
owned shores must serve to protect the : adjoining publicly owned prop- 
erty under certain conditions. This would restrict and hamper any 
overall protective policy and to all practical purposes is highly ob- 
jectionable to the purposes of H. R. 4470. As I understand this sug- 
gestion, property that is owned privately next door to public prop- 
erty must be a protection to the public property that is to be improved 
under certain conditions. Well, how about the property beyond that 
private property? You keep going right on down the line. 

Certainly on the coastline of New Jersey, and I think it applies in 
Connecticut, and I am sure on the coastline of New York and Long 
Island Sound, you cannot set aside and specify to govern any specified 
location in dealing with this problem. 

The engineers ‘further suggest that privately owned shores must 
be so situated as to receive incidental benefit from the project at no 
added cost. Frankly, I do not know just exactly what that means, 
but it certainly tends to curtail the freedom of operation. When I 
talk about freedom of operation it does not mean you can go helter- 
skelter in this bill and do anything you want, because subsection (d) 
provides—and this was very carefully put in there— 

“No Federal contribution shall be made with respect to a project under this 
Act unless the plan therefor shall have been specifically adopted and authorized 
by Congress after investigation and study by the Beach Erosion Board under 
the provisions of section 2 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930, 
as amended and supplemented.” 

If the engineers render an adverse report based on some of this 
philosophy, why, it is the privilege and the duty of the Congress to 
decide on what the policy should be, and not the Army engineers. 
Nothing can be approved unless it has had the benefit of a ‘report from 
the Beach Erosion Board and the Army engineers first. 

It has been. my experience in Congress that always serious con- 
sideration and generally favorable consideration is given to the rec- 
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ommendations of the Army engineers in matters of this kind. The bill 
provides that it is mandatory that we have such a report before acting. 
A further suggestion the engineers have here is “except where private 
benefits are entirely incidental,” and so forth. This makes further 
restrictions, and is arbitrary, because who is to decide if private bene- 
fits are entirely incidental ? 

I briefly refer to these suggested amendments of the Army engineers 
and I presume, Mr. Chairman, later on when we get down to discussing 
this bill, after the testimony is all in, we will have an opportunity 
to discuss them in detail. 

Mr. Buarnix. That is right. 

Mr. Aucuinc oss. I think that should be done. I do not have any 
tremendous pride of authorship about the bill, but I would like to 
have something done to relieve beach erosion. If the law can be 
amended and strengthened so that the great problem of beach erosion 
of our coastlines and the Great Lakes can be solved then we will have 
accomplished something. The present legislation must be broadened 
and made more flexible. 

Thank you very much for your patience. 

Mr. Buarnik. I thank the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Are there any questions on my right ? 

Mr. Gentry. I would like to ask Mr. Auchincloss a question. 

Mr. Buiatnix. The gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Gentry. Am I correct, Mr. Auchincloss, in believing that prob- 
ably 99 percent of all our shoreline is private property ? 

Mr. Avcutncioss. I think you are. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Buarnix. Any questions on my left? 

Mr. Donperro. I would like to ask this question: Your bill would 
apply to private property in the same degree of Federal aid that is 
now applied to public beach erosion ? 

Mr. Riseaieea aoe That is right. 

Mr. Donprro. So if you owned a home on the seacoast of New Jersey 
and the shore in front of your house was eroded by the sea, the Federal 
Government will pay one-third of the cost of remedying that condi- 
tion. Who would pay the other two-thirds? 

Mr. Avcuinctoss. The State. Before the Federal Government 
could enter into the agreement the State would have first to agree to 
pay the two-thirds. 

Mr. Donpero. As the law is now it only applies to public property ? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. That is true. 

Mr. Nicnotson. Does not the Federal Government now appropriate 
money for breakwaters and jetties? 

Mr. Avcuincioss. I think under this present formula it can proceed 
to build breakwaters and jetties only for the protection of public 
property if it is approved by the engineers and the Congress and the 
State will put up two-thirds of the cost. 

Mr. Nicnorson. As I understand it now, in the town of Winthrop, 
which is north of Boston, we had a lot of trouble about northeast 
storms washing out the road every year. I think that the Federal 
Government put some money in it. Going around the coastline there 
are houses on that side of the street and there is the street. and there 
is the ocean. So it is public property all around this area, probably 
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8 to 10 miles of it. Therefore it is incidental if it saves the houses 
that are on the other side of the road. 

Well, we appropriated money in Massachusetts, and I think the 
Federal Government put some money in it, because every year they 
had to rebuild the road because of these terrific storms which would 
wash it out. Therefore they put in these nye and a couple of sea- 
walls. Now we have never had any trouble for 10 or 15 years. But 
the thought runs in my mind that the Federal Government assisted the 
Metropolitan District Commission and the State of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Of course, under the present formula the Gov- 
ernment can only operate where it protects public property. 

Mr. Nicnorson. Of course, that was incidental. On the other 
side of the road there was all private property and we got the wash 
of the sea and the high winds, or whatever it was that ruined all of that 
property around there. I suppose in a case like that the United States 
Army ate of Engineers could make a report that it was public 
property that they were taking care of. Would they? 

Mr. Donpero. I think the answer is yes, they would. 

Mr. Gentry. I am wondering about one thing. For instance, take 
the Texas gulf coastline, which comprises hundreds and hundreds of 
miles. There is town after town where people have their homes built 
solidly along the gulf coastline. Of course, there is erosion there. 
They could form a very strong lobby and conceivably they might get 
the Texas Legislature to say that Texas would pay two-thirds of the 
cost of whatever it might take to secure that coastline just like it is 
today, for all time to come. It would be a tremendous sum of money 
that would be involved then under this bill which the Federal Govern- 
ment would be obligated to put up one-third of all the way. Is that 
right? 

Mr. Buarntk. Only after the Corps of Engineers makes a survey 
and recommends it. 

Mr. Gentry. Oh, after they recommend it. This Congress does 
not have to go by what the Corps of Engineers recommends. 

Mr. Buatnik. That is correct, but I think usually we have. The 
practice over the years has been that the Corps of Engineers makes a 
report on the project. Of course, Congress may do what it sees fit, but 
if the Corps of Engineers approves it does not mean that the Federal 
Government is compelled to enter into an agreement with the States 
and share in the remaining one-third of the cost of that project. 

Mr. Gentry. It does if the Congress passes the bill. 

Mr. Buiarnik. If Congress should go ahead and authorize the par- 
ticipation, of course we do. 

Mrs. Buircu. May I ask, has it been determined what percentage of 
the coastline of the whole United States is deteriorating and probably 
being lost forever by beach erosion ? 

Mr. Biatntk. General, the question is do we have any figures as to 
the percentage of the total extent and cost of the erosion done on our 
coastlines ? 

General Weaver. I doubt very much, Mr. Blatnik, and Madam, 
that any estimate has been made, but it is a continuing process. The 
shores of our country are always eroding. The sea is eating against 
the coast of our land. What the cost of protecting it all is we do 
not know, but it is a continuing process. The shores are being eaten 
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away in many places and built up in others. Even the level of the 
sea Is getting higher in certain parts of the country. 

Mr. Burnswe. While the general is on his feet, would this cover a 
situation like we had along the Atlantic coast when we had this last 
hurricane at Myrtle Beac h and other places? Would this bill cover 
that type of thing? 

General Weaver. Undoubtedly it would. That would not be neces- 
sarily from a hurricane damage standpoint. This is a beach-erosion 
proposition which is not the spectacular wind-driven storm. It is 
waves—the erosion caused by the waves and currents. 

Mr. Burnsipe. How many hundreds of millions of dollars of dam- 
age was done on the coast in the last two hurricanes ¢ 

General Weaver. I will have to ask Mr. Brennan. 

Mr. Brennan. Around $500 million in New England and the North 
Atlantic area. 

Mr. Burnsipe. This section in here says retroactive. Would that 
not be included in it. the $500 million damage ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir. That damage was damage to property not 
directly connected with beach erosion. It is damage from the wind 
and tides and height of the water. 

Mr. Burnsine. Did it not wash across certain inlets and go clean 
through ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That is right, Mr. Burnside. It did damage Myrtle 
Beach, but the protection of Myrtle Beach would require different 
types of measures than contemplated under this bill. 

Mr. Burnsipr. It would not be included ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. [It would not be. 

Mr. Donprro. General, is the language of this bill broad enough 
to include what is going on in the Mississippi River, or the Missouri 
River, where we are constantly at work to keep those two streams 
inside their channels? 

General Weaver. Just offhand, Mr. Dondero, without knowing the 
wording exactly. | would think this has to do with the erosion damage 
‘caused by the sea—the action of the waves from the sea—rather than 
the current of a river. Not the bank protection of a stream. 

Mr. Donprro. That is the way I understood it, but I wanted to be 
sure it was clear. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may include at the conclusion of my remarks a letter from Congress- 
woman Bolton, the gentlelady from Ohio, in favor of this bill, and 
Congressman Hébert, the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Buiarnikx. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

HOovuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES C, AUCHINCLOSS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear JIM: I am in favor of your bill, H. R. 4470, which would permit the use 
of Federal funds for beach erosion protective measures whether the property 
was privately or publicly owned, and you have my permission to speak for me 
in your statements in this connection. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
F. Epw. HEserr. 
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House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES C. AUCHINCLOSBS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CoLLEAGuE: Thank you for calling my attention to the hearings before 
the Public Works Committee on your bill, H. R. 4470, to permit the use of Federal 
funds for beach erosion protective measures. 

It may be that I will be away on the dates of the hearings, but I want you to 
know that I um immensely interested in this legislation and would like to 
associate myself with your remarks to the committee in support of H. R. 4470. 

With appreciation and best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANCES P. BoLton. 

Mr. Briarntx. Next on the list we have Representative Barratt 
O’Hara of Illinois. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BARRATT 0’HARA, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. O’Hara. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarntx. Mr. O’Hara, it is a pleasure to have you before this 
committee this morning. 

Mr. O’Hara. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and my colleagues. I will 
not take very much of your time. 

My interest in this bill stems from the fact that a number of my 
constituents in the Second District of Illinois own summer homes 
in the dunes of Indiana and on the shores of the lake in southern Michi- 
gan in the district represented by our colleague, the Honorable Clare 
Hoffman. They have suffered great loss because of erosion. 

On June 1, 1955, I introduced H. R. 6605 to provide for a survey 
by the Corps of Army Engineers to determine the feasibility of con- 
struction projects for the protection of both public and private prop- 
erties on the shores of the United States against erosion, by waves and 
currents. My bill defines the word “shores” to include all the shore- 
lines of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, and the 
Great Lakes, and lakes, estuaries, and bays directly connected there- 
with. 

Among my constituents who had alerted me to the urgent need of 
legislation in this field was Dr. Jerome G. Kerwin, a distinguished 
and nationally renowned educator, a member of the faculty of the Uni- 
versity of Chicago holding the professorship of the Charles R. Wal- 
green Foundation for the Study of American Institutions. 

On February 8, 1956, I wrote Dr. Kerwin that in view of the fact 
that H. R. 4470 had had a favorable report from the Army engineers 
and enjoyed the support of many members from the eastern seaboard, 
and moreover covered damage both to public and private property, 
I thought it advisable that we should join forces in its support. 
requested his evaluation of the bill. 

Dr. Kerwin in his reply said: \ 

As I read the Auchincloss bill, it provides for action by local public authorities 
such as Cities, counties, and the like. This has its merits. It may, however, 
be difficult to get action in many localities, since the number of people owning 
lake-front or ocean-front property is often small compared with the whole popu- 


lation of the local area. They might have difficulty getting action. I find that 
to be true along the Michigan shore. Nevertheless, the bill deserves support. 
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Therefore, I am appearing before your subcommittee today in sup- 
port of H. R. 4470. Its enactment is urgently required and I trust the 
committee will take prompt and favorable action. 

In fairness to the subcommittee I think I should state that while 
the enactment of H. R. 4470 would be of great benefit, and in the 
public interest, it alone will not meet in full measure the emergency 
that erosion has brought to my constituents owning homes on the 
shores of Lake Michigan. In his letter to me Dr. Kerwin further said: 

I had heard that as a result of flood conditions in the East a form of Federal 
disaster insurance was being considered. This might well apply to us unfor- 
tunates along Lake Michigan. We cannot even deduct these losses from our 
income taxes, because losses from “erosion” are not considered. 

A number of bills providing for Federal disaster insurance are now 
under consideration by the Banking und Currency Committee, of 
which I have the honor to bea member. I hope and believe that when 
and if the committee reports out a disaster-insurance bill it will give 
disaster-insurance coverage to properties endangered by erosion. 

I cannot overemphasize the damage that the erosion has caused to 
my constituents owning homes in the district represented by our col- 
league from Michigan, Clare Hoffman. Some of those homes have 
been entirely destroyed. It has been a real disaster. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to extend my remarks at this point. 

Mr. Biarnix. Without objection, it is so ordered. By way of ex- 
planation, we do not include the Great Lakes bills in these particular 
hearings, but we shall certainly go into that later. 

Mr. O’Hara. Thank you very much. 


(The complete statement of Mr. O’Hara is as follows:) 


Mr. O’Hara of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, a number 
of my constituents in the Second District of Illinois own summer homes in the 
dunes of Indiana and on the shores of the lake in southern Michigan in the dis- 
trict represented by our colleague, the Honorable Clare Hoffman. They have 
suffered great loss because of erosion. 

On June 1, 1955, I introduced H. R. 6605 to provide for a survey by the Corps 
of Army Engineers to determine the feasibility of construction projects for the 
protection of both public and private properties on the shores of the United States 
against erosion by waves and currents. My bill defines the word “shores” to 
include all the shorelines of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, 
and the Great Lakes, and lakes, estuaries, and bays directly connected therewith. 

Among my constituents who had alerted me to the urgent need of legislation in 
this field was Dr. Jerome G. Kerwin, a distinguished and nationally renowned 
educator, a member of the faculty of the University of Chicago holding the pro- 
fessorship of the Charles R. Walgreen Foundation for the study of American 
institutions. 

On February 8, 1956, I wrote Dr. Kerwin that in view of the fact that H. R. 
4470 had had a favorable report from the Army engineers and enjoyed the sup- 
port of many Members from the eastern seaboard, and moreover covered damage 
both to public and private property, I thought it advisable that we should join 
forces in its support. I requested his evaluation of the bill. 

Dr. Kerwin in his reply said, “As I read the Auchincloss bill, it provides for 
action by local public authorities such as cities, counties, and the like. This 
has its merits. It may, however, be difficult to get action in many localities, 
since the number of people owning lakefront or oceanfront property is often 
small compared with the whole population of the local area. They might have 
difficulty getting action. I find that to be true along the Michigs an shore. Never- 
theless, the bill deserves support.” 

Therefore, I am appearing before your subcommittee today in support. of 
H. R. 4470. Its enactment is urgently required and I trust the committee will 
take prompt and favorable action. 





18 BEACH EROSION 


In fairness to the subcommittee I think I should state that while the enactment 
of H. R. 4470 would be of great benefit, and in the public interest, it alone will 
not meet in full measure the emergency that erosion has brought to my constit- 
uents owning homes on the shores of Lake Michigan. In his letter to me Dr. 
Kerwin further said: 

“I heard that as a result of flood conditions in the East a form of Federal 
disaster insurance was being considered. This might well apply to us unfortu- 
nates along Lake Michigan. We cannot even deduct these losses from our 
income taxes, because losses from erosion are not considered.” 

A number of bills providing for Federal disaster insurance are now under 
consideration by the Banking and Currency Committee of which I have the 
honor to be a member. I hope and believe that when and if the committee 
reports out a disaster-insurance bill it will give disaster-insurance coverage to 
properties endangered by erosion. 

Imagine, Mr. Chairman, how you would feel if you should learn that you 
must move your family and furniture within the next few hours before your 
front yard is washed away and the foundations of your house crumble. Perhaps 
I am asking too much for you to imagine this happening to you. But since the 
late summer of 1949, it has happened to many homeowners along the shores 
of the Great Lakes, This particular case happened on the shore of Lake 
Michigan, a little east and north of Chicago. There had been a prolonged spell 
of rain with high winds off the lake. In the evening, as the homeowner returned 
from his work, he heard the roar of the waves and watched the lake with some 
feeling of apprehension. But the first realization of danger to his property 
came when he entered the house and his wife called attention to expanding 
cracks in the living room. Even as she spoke, the waves were pounding on the 
edge of his property and great chunks were tumbling off the lot for whose pur- 
chase he had saved and scrimped. Immediately he began phoning for a mover 
to come and get the furniture, and then arranged with a friend to provide 
temporary shelter for his family. 

Only to the extent that I am trying to put you in the picture am I drawing 
on my imagination, Mr. Chairman. This has happened, not only to the family 
I have in mind, but with minor changes to numbers of my friends and constituents 
in the region around Chicago, and to hundreds, if not thousands of people with 
property fronting on the Great Lakes. Those of my personal acquaintance are 
Chicago residents, many of them my constituents. They have sought refuge 
from a confining life in the city by building summer homes among the dunes 
of Indiana, or topping the bluffs along the southwestern shores of Michigan. 
They are neighbors of the constituents of my colleagues who represent the 
First and Third Congresional Districts of Indiana, and the Fourth District of 
Michigan. No doubt you will hear from them, as well as the many representa- 
tives of other congressional districts in the 7 States that front on 1 or more 
of the Great Lakes. 

Because my home is in Chicago I have an especial interest in Lake Michigan. 

seing connected with Lake Huron by the open water of the Straits of Mackinac, 
the two have the same level above the sea. Accordingly, they are considered a 
single body by the United States Lake Survey of the Corps of Army Engineers. 
For the other lakes, however, each has its own level. All are measured in rela- 
tion to the mean tide of the sea at New York. The levels fluctuate with the 
seasons. Their high stages are in the summer, usually in June, July, or August. 
Thereafter, the levels drops away to the low stages which occur in winter. 

The engineers have a way of describing these fluctuations in simple, direct 
language. During the fall and early winter the outflow from the lakes, plus 
evaporation from their vast surfaces, is greater than the combined normal inflow, 
plus the rain and snow that fall upon their surfaces. But in the spring, rains 
merge with the melting snow from the tributaries of the Great Lakes to reverse 
the process. This continues until midsummer when it reaches a peak. From 
year to year this normal pattern of rise and fall varies with the differing amounts 
of rain and snowfall in the surrounding region. 

Records of the lake levels have been kept since 1860. They indicate an average 
of 580.58 feet above sea level for Lakes Michigan and Huron. This has varied 
through the nast % vears from a record high of 588.68 feet in Jnne 1886 to a 
record low of 577.35 feet in February 1926. The extreme from the high level to 
the low level is thus 6.33 feet. As shown by the following records of the United 
States Lake Survey, the water level of Lake Michigan and Lake Huron rose a 
total of nearly 3 feet (2.94 feet) during 3 years from July 1949 to August 1952. 
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Selected levels of Lakes Michigan and Huron, 1860-1955 


Feet 
Asparnahd atuls GRR AO is Lik is ke ie wn nin 580. 58 
Highest monthly average, June 1886___..-_..-..----------~------ neotis RES 
Lowest monthly average, February 1926_.........--------------- ._ 877.35 
Spread between extremes___...-.--~--~- be Se See il lle an a 6. 33 
Recent high-water levels, highest monthly average: 
I I ha a a i ha Sint ee een 580. 85 
OR SRL oe kt BR cali tenant aos nti hn 579. 76 
1050) Bempent-Bebem bee i os ds nti nk scenes so tisedel aia GIRS 
Oe ee a as-is, Shes biel wiih eet ati * 581. 46 
nS, ee ea ca the i caer Se Oe ae 582. 70 
Re SUP kes eo eed NS ER eee at eee ee 582. 14 
rs Ta dn a na reba nlcememiiowe . 681. 66 
Bi, » Me ek Se os ei bald tealea id aallelaw aeh haiht tnedad ee ata - §81.38 
Be eS On OO) PRUNE Tigo o ce Geir inert eet eee 2. 94 
Subsidence from high of August 1952 to July 1955_......------------~--- 1.32 
Difference between level of August 1952 and 94-year average__._._---~-~ 3. 12 
Difference between level of July 1955 and 94-year average___..------~-~- . 80 


All levels are above mean tide at New York, 1935 datum. 


2Annual Report of the Lake Carriers’ Association, 1951: “* * * during 1951, Lakes 
Huron and Michigan [averaged] 1.5 feet above the level of 1950” (p. 51). 


Source: U. S. Lake Survey, Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army, Detroit, Mich. 


The most recent high level record of 582.70 feet was recorded on August 12, 1952. 
Since then a moderate subsidence has occurred. But during the 12 months ending 
in June 1952 damages of some $61 million were reported by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. This is the total suffered by the shore owners on the entire Great Lakes 
system from Lake Superior to the St. Lawrence River. Approximately $50 
million was the result of wave action, and some $11 million represented losses 
from inundation of property. Since 1952, water levels have abated slightly, 
but they are still nearly a foot above the average of the past 95 years. 

The cause of all this damage, according to the Corps of Engineers, is several 
years of rain and snowfall above normal on the country tributary to the Great 
Lakes. It is as simple as all that and cannot be credited to any of the manmade 
changes of the past quarter century. Neither is it the result of any combination 
of man’s actions. This frees the city of Chicago from the charges that it stems 
back to the limit of 1,500 cubic feet per second now being diverted from the 
lake for sanitary purposes. Such diversions have been limited to this amount 
Since 1988, following a decision of the United States Supreme Court. Before 
that as much as 9,000 cubic feet per second were being taken from Lake Michigan 
to flush out the Chicago Drainage Canal. With the added amount being diverted 
to supply water for the Chicago area, the current total is only 3,100 cubic feet 
per second. This amount is credited with lowering the level of Lakes Michigan 
and Huron less than a quarter of a foot. 

Even were the diversion stepped up as high as 10,000 cubic feet per second, the 
Army engineers estimate the levels of the 2 lakes would be reduced by no more 
than a third of a foot in 3 years. Were it continued for 10 years, they estimate 
the level would be lowered only a little more than half a foot. At the same time 
the levels of Lake Erie and Lake Ontario would be lowered about a third of 
a foot. 

Current reports can lead to an assumption that the lake level reached a peak 
in 1952 and is now receding. Therefore, why worry? It may never happen 
again. This, Mr. Chairman, is an argument for which there is no basis in fact. 
In all probability the recent high water stages will be repeated again and again. 

A more important question is whether new records of high water can be ex- 
pected. Twice during the past 95 years the level of Lake Michigan and Lake 
Huron exceeded 585.5 feet, and once during this period it equaled this level. 
Curves plotted by engineers with the Michigan Department of Health indicate 
a little more rain or snow in the region, or a cooler summer with reduced evapora- 
tion, could have raised the levels of the lakes to similar heights 2 or 3 times 
additional to those recorded during that same period. Fortunately, the combi- 
nation of natural phenomena did not occur and our people were spared the 
inevitable losses. But ail the records and all the observations point to the 
conclusion that the high and destructive lake levels prevailing since 1948 and 
1949 will be repeated at indefinite intervals in the future. 


74187—56——-4 
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This being the case, Mr. Chairman, a final question comes to mind. What 
can be done to meet this recurring and accelerating hazard? Of all the authori- 
ties on lake levels, no organization is so well versed on this as the Corps of 
Engineers. They offer two lines of attack. Both deserve consideration.. They 
compensate one another, but do not compete. Only one can be considered at 
this time. The other would involve the possibility of international action with 
our neighbor to the north—the Dominion of Canada. It consists of lowering 
the high stages of the lakes by permitting greater outflow. I mention it because 
it has been proposed by responsible officers of the Corps. However, it is not con- 
templated in H. R. 4470 and is outside the jurisdiction of this committee. 

More imperative and at the same time more local is the Corps’ recommenda- 
tion that protective devices be constructed as rapidly as practicable. This is 
just what is contemplated in the bill before this committee. The bill is specific 
in that it proposes the possibility of Federal aid to the States, municipalities, 
and political subdivisions of the States in carrying out the ideas and recommen- 
dations of the Corps of Engineers. Basic to this is the assumption that the 
States, municipalities, and political subdivisions want to do something perma- 
nent and worthwhile, but that they need help. 

In this regard I would remind you that the city of Chicago, whose Second 
District I have the honor to represent, is already going far to meet the hazards 
created by the high lake levels. In the spring of 1952, at the height of the most 
recent onslaught from Lake Michigan, the city bonded itself in the amount of 
nearly $7 million to carry out the beginnings of a program with which to meet 
the problem. This has resulted in relocating some 4 miles of our Lake Shore 
Drive, and the expenditure of nearly a million dollars for structures designed 
to protect the shore from pounding waves resulting from the high water levels. 
No one realizes better than the engineers connected with the city of Chicago, 
and those serving the nearby municipalities, that this is only a beginning. Much 
more remains to be done. More engineering structures must be constructed as 
the changing water levels make other shore properties vulnerable to wave 
attacks. And once constructed, they must be maintained. All of this costs 
money. 

During the first years of this current spell of high lake levels, the Chesapeake 
& Ohio Railroad was forced to spend no less than $2%4 million to relocate the 
tracks and protect the right-of-way of the road that serves Chicago and much 
of western Michigan. Similarly, costly projects were undertaken by the States 
and municipalities along the shore. As with the city of Chicago, these improve- 
ments must all be maintained and new ones planned if the taxpaying properties 
are to be adequately protected. 

I opened this important discussion with a description of what has happened 
to the home of one of my constituents. That story could be duplicated dozens of 
times and it would still be limited to citizens who are residents of my cen 
gressional district. They are a small part, however, of those who have suffered 
losses. From Chicago to northern New York, where the waters of Lake Ontario 
enter the St. Lawrence River, and on down the river, property owners have 
found themselves face to face with similar situations. Individuals and cor- 
porations, municipalities and States throughout that entire area, and across on 
the shores of Canada, began in 1949 to install protective devices against the 
onslaughts of the high water. And as the high levels continued, many of them 
have continued their costly investments. 

Fortunately for all concerned the Federal Government was reasonably quick 
to provide assistance. As early as May 1952, the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration began making loans for repair of the damage, and the Corps of En- 
gineers has been of invaluable service. But after nearly 6 years the situation 
remains imperative and many local political subdivisions are finding their re- 
sponsibilities burdensome. 

This, Mr. Chairman, brings me to direct consideration of the bill before this 
committee. Early enactment of H. R. 4470 will go far to encourage the States, 
municipalities, and political subdivisions of the States to construct the necessary 
seawalls and other structures to protect the shores. At the same time, it will 
relieve those same governmental groups from part of the oppressive burdens 
incident to their construction. 

It will hasten the necessary planning of future structures for continuous pro- 
tection of the lake shores. Planning of this sort is no less vital than the 
immediate work because of the probability that lake levels will again and again 
assume dangerous proportions. Such plans for the future assume greater and 
greater importance as the shore property values increase and as the population 
of our country grows. 
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By no’ means the least important consideration in this bill is the opportunity 
it provides for clarifying the responsibilities and cooperative possibilities of 
the Corps of Engineers, with particular reference to the United States Lake 
Survey. The history of the corps is a long record of service to the States. 
Under the impetus of this bill the corps can do even more to serve the several 
affected States and unify their programs. Thus, it will strengthen our internal 
defenses against the forces of nature. 

These, Mr. Chairman, are but a few of the reasons why this bill deserves 
prompt approval and early enactment. As compared with the needs for com- 
parable and concerted action to protect the shores of our great Atlantic, Pacific, 
the Gulf of Mexico coasts, the needs of this interior “heartland of America” 
are relatively small. But they are not inconsequential. And, together with 
those of our ocean fronts they present a combination of problems for whose 
solution concerted action is long overdue. I urge, therefore, that no time be 
lost in giving this bill the consideration that will permit this committee to 
approve it and recommend its early enactment by the Congress. 

_Mr. Biarnrk. Next we have our colleague and friend, Representa- 
tive Thomas J. Lane, of Massachusetts. 

I want to express our appreciation to our friend for his patience in 
consenting to wait at the beginning of the hearings. 


. STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. LANE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Lane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

To begin with, may I express most sincerely to you and the members 
of your committee and the staff of my appreciation for your giving me 
this opportunity to say a few words on this most important bill. 

I appreciate also that during all of the years this committee tried 
and has accomplished much for us in New England. I only want to 
speak briefiy on this bill because I know you have before you persons 
who understand this more thoroughly than I do. However, I feel 
that our costly experience in the last few years has altered our theor 
about excessive damage done to property by storm, hurricane, flood, 
and erosion. 

The conventional approach by the Government to these problems 
is inadequate to meet present realities. 

New England, in particular, has suffered great damage, as you well 
know and have heard from time totime. I know there is no committee 
in the House that knows more about it than this particular committee. 
You have studied it and paid visits there and you are familiar with 
our problem in New England. 

Recurring disasters, both in this area and in California, have aroused 
public opinion to the need for more projects that will insure greater 
protection. 

For many years, river and harbor and erosion control projects have 
been authorized in a leisurely fashion, without any sense of urgency. 
Today, however, there is no time for such complacency. 

We realize that we cannot separate the shoreline, erecting defenses 
for publicly owned property and neglecting privately owned property, 
The sea, working away daily at the shoreline, does not recognize these 
distinctions. If we permit the private shoreline to be eroded, the 
sea will outflank the defenses we build to protect publicly owned 
property. 

As a result of the lessons we have learned, there is considerable 
support in Congress to amend the act of August 13, 1946, which 
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authorizes Federal participation in the cost of protecting the shores of 
publicly owned property. 

Last year I introduced H. R. 4575, to extend the original intent of 
the 1946 act, by authorizing Federal participation in the cost of 
protecting the shores of privately owned property. 

The Federal cost for construction, but not for maintenance, shall 
not exceed one-third of the cost of the project, and the remainder shall 
be paid by the State, municipality, or other political subdivision in 
which the project is located. 

Such projects would have to clear the Beach Erosion Board, and 
the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, and be authorized by 
the Congress. 

Work on projects under this act would be undertaken by the Chief 
of Engineers upon the request of, and contribution of, required funds 
by the interested State, municipality, or other political subdivision. 

There is a retroactive interpretation that would provide reimburse- 
ment for the repair and improvement, not only of seawalls (the Army 
objecting to special consideration for the seawall method of protec- 
tion) but “for the repair and improvement of such wall and the 
protection thereof by the building of an artificial beach or by other 
appropriate means.” 

Erosion, by waves and currents, to a public highway, oftentimes 
involves more damage-to private rather than public property. Even- 
tually, this in turn affects adjoining or nearby public property. 

In principle, the Department of the Army believes, “* * * it would 
be in the public interest to protect private property in certain 
come? 88> 

The bill I have introduced would authorize this extended protection. 
1 believe that H. R. 4575 is the vehicle by which we can protect 
ourselves against shore erosion in the areas of greatest danger, and 
without limiting ourselves to the protection of public property alone. 

Waves and currents will not wait. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Thank you, Mr. Lane. 

We now have Mr. Jackson, author of H. R. 4800. Mr. Jackson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD L. JACKSON, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor- 
tunity to appear before the committee this morning and to make, for 
me, a very brief statement on it. 

I think all of us have a tendency to relate these questions of beach 
erosion to our own particular areas of the country, knowing it better 
than we do the problem generally. However, I should state that the 
subject of beach erosion on the west coast is extremely important. I 
will not debate the relative lengths of our shorelines with the gentle- 
man from Florida, the distinguished gentleman (Mr. Cramer), but 
I will say that in California we have 1,000 miles or more of open 
shoreline which from time to time is very seriously disrupted by wave 
action and by erosion generally. 

I think it should be remembered every time a groin or a jetty, or any 
construction of this sort, is undertaken along a shoreline that inevi- 
tably below that construction some changes in conformation of the 
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line occur. We have in California many scores of defense activities 
which have undertaken such construction with the subsequent change 
in the conformation of the shoreline. 

Also I think it is important to realize, as has been stated here on 
several occasions this morning, that tidal currents do not go to the 
trouble of making a title search to determine what property is going 
to be cut away. It is impossible, I submit in my humble opinion, to 
attempt to protect the publicly owned properties separate from those 
which are held by private property owners, and inevitably both are 
going to suffer extensive damage unless appropriate action is taken 
to protect them both. 

On the matter of public versus private ownership of these prop- 
erties I say this to the gentleman from Texas: I would say as far as 
we in California are concerned—and I submit this for the judgment 
of the gentleman from California (Mr. Baldwin), I think the figure 
of 99 percent privately owned would be very, very high as far as 
California is concerned. I think the figure would be closer to 50 per- 
cent, probably, although that is subject. to correction. I do not know 
at the moment. 

However, most of the shoreline in California is immediately adja- 
cent to an important segment of our highway system, U.S. 101, which 
runs for many, many miles. In my district it is adjacent to the ocean 
all the way. Between 101 and the mean high tide line many of the 
parcels of property are privately owned. However, the trend in 
recent years, and it is being accelerated daily, is the acquisition by 
the State and various subdivisions of the Government of additional 
properties. I think within the course of the next 2 or 3 decades we 
will find practically all of the properties immediately adjoining the 
Pacific in large part in the hands of city, county, and Federal 
governments. 

I believe that the implementation of the purposes of H. R. 4470 is 
extremely necessary and important if we are to preserve not only the 
safety of the highw: ay structure but equally important the vast recrea- 
tional areas which have been built and ‘are continuing to be built 
along all of these shorelines. 

As an example in point of what can happen with these tidal cur- 
rents, there was a breakwater constructed at Santa Monica, Calif.. a 
few years ago, and in the course of time the tidal currents ‘had built 
up behind that breakwater an entirely new beach area some quarter 
of a mile deep, and had taken its toll below the breakwater by cutting 
away both private and publicly owned property for a distance of 
many miles. 

Withthose few remarks, Mr. Chairman, and again with my thanks 
to you, sir, and the members of the committee for permitting me to 
appear, I will close my presentation and say I am very strongly in 
favor of the bill and that I think it should go to the point of both 
publicly owned and privately owned properties. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarntk. We thank the gentleman. We have now Represent- 
ative Wainwright, who is to introduce his constituent, Mrs. Elise 
Burke, the secretary of the Fire Island Erosion Control Committee, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Warnwricur. Mr. Chairman, do you want the lay witnesses to 
present their testimony at this time, or just have professional testi- 
mony? Do you want me to bring her forward at this time? 

Mr. Buarnrg. Yes. She is down here on this schedule. 

Mr. Warnwaeicur. Mr. Serber, chairman of the Fire Island Erosion 
Control Committee would like to present his testimony, and I would 
like to say a few words of introduction with your permission. 

Mr. Biatrnrk. Please proceed. 

Mr. Warnwricut. I think without wasting any time I would like 
to go to the point raised by the gentlemen from Texas, because I think 
it is the key issue. If the figure of 99 | aa is correct, as regards 
privately owned property, then it would be a very difficult thing for 
the Federal Government to foot the bill for 99 percent of the Ries. 
line of America. However, I think the counterbalancing point to the 
question you raised is this—and Mr. Auchincloss went into it in some 
detail—tirst of all it would require a Corps of Engineers survey. It 
just happens in the congressional district I represent we have one of 
those going on at the present time. 

For approximately 20 years, first in 1929, then 1938 and 1944, and 
1954 a 1955, we have been struck by devastating hurricanes which 
have destroyed literally millions and millions of dollars worth of 
property in this area T am indicating on this map. As you know, this 
is Long Island. It stretches for 150 miles out into the sea. Most 
people do not realize this, but it is such a long area and encompasses 
approximately 350 miles of shoreline and land that is eroding. I am 
not including the interior bays, which are themselves also subject to 
erosion. 

The beach erosion board last year authorized a survey of this area 
from a point known as Democrat Point to Montauk Point, at the end 
of Long Island. The report will presumably be finished sometime in 
June. As to the total cost of their recommendation, in other words, 
how much money will be required to accomplish the recommendations 
of the Beach Erosion Board, it can only be guessed at, but it is some- 
where in the neighborhood of $50 million, taking a round figure. The 
State of New York ané the residents of this county here involved can- 
not foot that bill. Yet soniething has to be done, because this land is 
eroding at the rate of about 2 to 3 feet a year. The great State of 
Texas can afford to lose 2 or 3 feet a year and it would make no dent 
whatsoever, but as you can see from the shape of this land here, eroding 
at the rate of 2 or 3 feet a year over a period of 100 years you have a 
problem where you either have to correct it or the land itself dwindles 
down and could possibly disappear. For example, with the loss of 
this beach barrier here you jump the ocean 2 miles right up to the 
so-called mainland proper and the ocean starts to work on that, par- 
ticularly since the Weather Bureau said we are in a hurricane cycle 
here. 

So, after a great deal of study on the part of the State of New York 
and on the part of the county involved, we have come to the conclusion 
that the only help is in the Federal Government. That is the only 
way this can be Setend and this property saved. That is why we 
on Long Island—and incidentally, in the State of New York—regard- 
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less of party and regardless of position, have joined in this battle. 
For example, the man in our community prominent in this field is 
Robert Moses, and while not in agreement on certain works to be done, 
is wholly enthusiastic about this approach because he feels this is the 
only way that a problem such as this can be solved. 

I try to bring this to your attention as a dramatic example of why 
Mr. Auchincloss’ bill must pass and why it is so sorely sealed, 

I have here, as was announced, Mr. Serber, who lives on this barrier 
beach. He has been subjected to these storms and has some facts and 
figures he would like to call to the attention of the committee as to 

ms is going to happen to the community there if this bill does not 
‘ pass. Will you take the stand, please ¢ 

Mr. Biarnix. May Lask you a question, Mr. Wainwright ? 

Mr. Warnwricur. Yes. 

Mr. Buatnix. How much of that property will be public, either Fed- 
eral, State, or local ? 

Mr. Wainwrieut. I must confess I cannot give you an exact figure. 
We have here on this map all of the green areas which indicate public 
parks. As you see, we have public parks here, here, and there. Those 
are State parks. However, counties and towns which fall under this 
definition are also — property. There are innumerable public 
beaches and town beaches and even village beaches owned by the 
villages. So I would say 70 to 75 percent of the property is privately 
owned and 25 percent is either Coast Guard stations, public beaches, 
or public parks. 

Mr. Biarnik. 75 percent are privately owned ¢ 

Mr. Watnwricut. Yes. 

Mr. Buatrnik. In the privately owned land, Mr. Wainwright, is 
there a considerable bit of seasonal occupation of those homes? Is 
it a permanent community and permanent residences or is there ¢ 
good deal of seasonal occupancy where these homes are involved ¢ 

Mr. Warnwricut. It depends on the area involved. It is a good 
question. In some of these areas it is purely seasonal. In other 
words, it is a summer community. 

At the east end of Long Island it is an all-year-round proposition. 
The people who live there depend upon the homes that they are in 
as their permanent headquarters. They have no other homes. In 
other words, they are not transients. 

I would like to say, however, as far as this area is concerned, at 
least, our argument is not so much based even on the fact that there 
are homes there, but the necessity of protecting the barrier beach 
itself is essential to the security of the mainland, if you would like 
to call it that. 

Mr. Buatnix. Will you present your witness, please ¢ 

Mr. Wainwricut. Yes. Mr. Serber. Incidentally, may I say while 
the testimony got under way I had a telephone call from the editor 
of our daily paper by the name of Newsday, with a circulation of some 
300,000, and he said would I please state that he and his whole 
paper were wholly supporting Mr. Auchincloss’ bill and we are going 
to put on a public rally. 

Mr. Buiatnix. For the record will you state his full name and the 
name of his paper? 

Mr. Warnwrient, I will. 

Mr. Biatnirk. Will you please give your name and official title, sir? 
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STATEMENT OF GILBERT M. SERBER, CHAIRMAN, FIRE ISLAND 
EROSION CONTROL COMMITTEE 


Mr. Serser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Gilbert M. Serber. I represent the Fire 
Island Erosion Control Committee of New York. We appreciate 
this opportunity to appear here in support of the legislation under 
consideration. 

To further identify myself, may I say that I am president of the 
a Construction Corp. and a member of the American Society of 

‘ivil Engineers. I have been engaged in construction operations for 
a past 31 years, since graduation from engineering school. 

As chairman of the Fire Island Erosion Control Committee, 1 speak 
today for 16 communities which are literally being washed into the 
Atlantic Ocean. Our committee is a voluntary Saree awe Our 
member communities are Long Cove, Davis Park, Water Island, Fire 
Island Pines, Lone Hill, Cherry Grove, Point 0’ Woods, Ocean Bay 
Park, Seaview, Ocean Beach, Robins Rest, Lonelyville, Fair Harbor, 
Saltaire, Kismet, Light House Shores, and the Sunken Forest 
Preserve. 

Although my remarks will be largely confined to conditions in 
the Long “Island area, I would like to make clear to you and to the 
members of this committee that I am presenting these facts because 
they are typical of the conditions prevailing over the entire Atlantic 
seaboard south of New England. 

Fire Island is a barrier beach. It extends for 35 miles in an easterly- 
westerly direction 

Mr. Bratnrx. W ould you locate that, please, so we can follow xt? 

Mr. Serser. Yes, sir. 

Fire Island beach crosses the inlet at this point known us Fire 
Island Inlet and extends in an easterly direction for approximutely 35 
miles. The inlet is the point Mr. Wainwright referred to when he 
mentioned Democrat Point. The island extends easterly all the way 
to the next inlet, which is called Moriches Inlet. The barrier beach 
continues for another 20 or so miles to the next inlet and then the 
barrier is in use to the easterly tip of Long Island until it goes to 
Montauk Point. The bays that are intersected are known as Great 
South Bay, which is the largest; Moriches Bay; and Shinnecock Bay, 
farther to the east. The barrier beach of which I am now speaking— 
Fire Island itself—extends for 35 miles in an easterly-westerly direc- 
tion along the south shore of Long Island at a distance off the Long 
Island mainland which varies from 1,000 feet to as much as 8 miles. 
Fire Island itself is from a few hundred feet wide to a half a mile 
in with. It is the site of 16 communities, some 2,500 homes at present, 
plus hotels, inns, and so forth, and has a summer population of from 
15,000 to 30,000 residents. The assessed valuation of property in 
1954-55 was $6,500,000, representing an actual value of some $20 
million. 

Although these figures are substantial, the major importance of Fire 
Island lies in its role of protective barrier to the Long Island main- 
land. On these shores are some of Long Island’s largest and oldest 
established communities, such as Babylon, Bay Shore, Islip, Sayville, 

Patchogue, and others. The barrier beach not only protects these 
towns from the ocean storms, but serves an even more important 
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yurpose, namely, maintenance of low tidal range in the subtended 
fone Ocean tidal range in our area averages four feet six inches, while 
the bay tides average only 11 inches. Where the barrier beach to be 
seriously breached, the south shore of Long Island would become the 
ocean front, subject to ocean tidal variations and consequent flooding 
at every full moon tide, when flood tides 3 or more feet above normal 
are not uncommon. During the hurricane season—now a. 4-month 
period—from the beginning of August until the end of October, flood 
tides of as much as 8 feet above normal are experienced. These 
extreme variations are not felt on the mainland of Long Island, 
thanks to the barrier beach. 

The continued existence of the barrier beach is necessary to the 
security of all communities along the south shore of the Long Island 
mainland. The barrier beach formation is common to our entire 
Atlantic seaboard from the Long Island area south to Florida and our 
experience at Fire Island is undoubtedly typical. For the past 40 

ears we have observed progressive erosion of the ocean front of Fire 

sland at an increasing rate. Our shoreline has retreated a distance 
averaging 80 feet during this period. I have brought some photos 
illustrating this fact which you are at liberty to examine. Some 35 
feet of our'coastline has been washed away during the past 7 to 8 years. 

Statistical records of average sea level in the New York area show 
a rise of 6 inches during the past 25 years, a faster rate of rise than 
heretofore. Simultaneously, we have been beset by storms of ever- 
increasing severity and the region is classified as a hurricane area. 
Four hundred homes were washed away in the 1938 hurricane and 
more later. Several million square feet of property have been washed 
away since 1938. The most dangerous accompanying conditions have 
been a notable rise of the ground water table on the island during 
storm periods and also during full-moon tides. It would only require 
the coincident occurrence of these factors, in the present weakened 
state of the barrier beach, to effect a washout of several miles extent, 
with the consequent onset of the ocean to the Long Island mainland: 
Action must be taken at once if a catastrophe is to be averted. 

We cannot hope to affect tidal or weather conditions in any way 
and must therefore decide at once whether we are to permit Nature to 
take her course with the certain disappearance of the barrier beach 
in whole or in large part, in the not too distant future, or whether 
the maintenance of said barrier is desirable. As to this, there should 
be no question as the entire south shore of Long Island, without the 
barrier beach, would face the direct attack of the Atlantic. 

Action must be taken at once if a catastrophe is to be averted. The 
immediate questions are: 1. What action? 2. By whom? 3. With 
what ? 

1. What action?—As to this we have at hand the Corps of Engi- 
neers Beach Erosion Board, who have studied the conditions for many 
years and are at the present time engaged in studies of the area, 
preparatory to recommending means of controlling the erosion. The 
corps has gained understanding of the ocean’s actions, and has suc- 
cessfully solved such problems in the past. The Corps of Engineers 
is the proper agency to look for development of a comprehensive and 
effective regional plan. 
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2. By whom?—Here we have several agencies—State, county, and 
municipal—capable of constructing the actual protective works, 
although a Federal agency such as the Corps of Engineers might be 
preferable for many reasons not pertinent to the main issue. 

3. With what?—lt is this third question which presents our difli- 
culty. Where will the money come from? Erosion of our seaboard is 
surely of national concern; every foot of land lost to the ocean is 
a foot of the United States gone beyond recall. The Government 
is empowered to participate in the protection of public land on the 
ocean front, but has no such authority as regards private property. 
Yet the problem is of such a nature that it is impractical to effec- 
tively control the erosion of any isolated locality along the Fire Island 
seafront. You cannot successfully protect a few thousand feet of beach 
without adversely affecting areas adjoining same. 

Many futile attempts have been made in this direction and large 
sums of money have been expended without any substantial successes. 
It is recognized that effective erosion control can be successfully ac- 
complished only on a regional basis. This is impossible of realization 
except through the coordinated efforts which the Government’s finan- 
cial participation and direction will enable. Comprehensive erosion 
control of Long Island’s south shore might well cost $50 million, a 
sum far too great for local absorption. 

The United States Government can and has, very properly, spent 
billions of dollars to control erosion of private property on inland 
waterways; there are current reports that it may spend more hundreds 
of millions on irrigation and soil conservation in Egypt, and elsewhere 
abroad. But solely because of a legal technicality, our Government 
cannot spend $1 to protect our coastline from being washed away 
wherever private property is involved. And our coastlines are, for the 
most part, privately owned. 

The exclusion of private property along the ocean front from Fed- 
eral protection is incomprehensible in light of the vast sums similarly 
expended by the Government to protect private property bordering 
inland waterways. We seaboard residents certainly do not question 
the propriety of using our tax moneys for these much-needed protec- 
tive inland works. We do ask, however, why we must see inlet 
and property washed out to sea and cannot obtain the same financial 
aid,from the Government as is available to residents of the interior. 

I ask you, gentlemen, to assist in correcting a most inequitable situa- 
tion, which prevents the development of badly needed protective works 
along gur shores. 

Mr. Buarnix. Any questions on my right? Any questions on my 
left? Do you have any further witnesses, Mr. Wainwright? 

Mr. Warnwricut. Mr. Blatnik, I have some entries for the record 
with statements by interested parties and public officials on Long 
Island. Rather than read them to you at this time, may I ask consent 
of your committee to insert them in the record ? 

Mr. Buiatnik. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


West SAYVILLE, N. Y., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN WAINWRIGHT: As you know, for many years I was in 
charge of research and development for Bluepoints Co., Inc., one of the largest, 
if not the largest, producers of shellfish in this country. In that capacity, I 
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have gained considerable insight into Long Island’s shoreline erosion and inlet 
stabilization problems. Particularly, in the last 5 years I have been participat- 
ing in hydrographical studies being made in the south shore embayments by 
the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, the New York Conservation Depart- 
ment, and the Suffolk County Highway Department. Much valuable informa- 
tion pertinent to beach erosion and inlet stabilization has been disclosed, and I 
am happy to say the district engineer, New York district, United States Army 
Engineer Corps, has asked me to prepare a report on certain phases of this 
work relative to the Moriches and. Shinnecock Inlets, which I expect to transmit 
within the next week or two. 

I understand that hearings are to be held in the near future by the Rivers 
and Harbors Subcommittee on bills H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470, introduced by 
yourself and Congressman James Auchincloss, which would allow the Federal 
Government to contribute up to one-third of the total cost of protecting the 
shores of all property, public or private. I am writing to you in the hope that 
you will convey to the committee my thoughts on this important matter, e. g., 
that the time has now come for the Congress to expedite the necessary legis- 
lation which will amend Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress and permit the 
Federal Government to participate in shore protection in front of privately 
owned property as well.as public. Pending the receiving from the Beach Ero- 
sion Board of a comprehensive plan of protection for the dangerously exposed 
barrier beaches on the south shore of Long Island, this legislation will clear. 
the way for the long-delayed attack’on shoreline erdsion. I know that these 
theughts are in complete agreement with your own as expressed by you at 
the hearing of the district engineer, Colonel O’Neil, United States Engineer 
Corps, on December 19, 1955, at Babylon, Long Island. The Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors should be advised that a communication from Mr. Robert 
Moses was read subsequently at that same hearing in concurrence with your 
recommendation. Mr. Moses’ own words were: “The spending of Federal funds 
to protect private lands cannot be avoided any longer.” The Rivers and Har- 
bors Committee should also be reminded of a statement made by Mr. Moses 
just 3 years ago today in a speech before the Long Island Association at 
Garden City in which he ¢alled Long Island a remarkable community and 
said the island’s shoreline was its “most valuable asset.” This is a very strong 
statement; nevertheless, it is a very true one. In support, only a few weeks 
ago, Mr. Sidney Shapiro, chief engineer for the Long Island State Park Com- 
tmhission, told me that the New York State investment in Jones Beach alone 
was $50 million. I make mention of these statements because I feel that the 
Rivers and Harbors Committee may be impressed by them to the extent that 
they. would accelerate the passage of this much needed legislation through the 
Congress. 

The recent hearings held by the United States Army district engineer on 
Long Island revealed that an appalling amount of hurricane damage has oc- 
curred on Long Island waterways in reeent years. You are familiar with this 
because I observed you not only contributed to the discussion but remained all 
through the long hearings to learn all you could about these problems. One 
point needing emphasis, I believe, was scarcely touched on, and this has to do 
with the rise in sea level of our coastal waters. Mr. H. A. Marmer, Assistant 
Chief, Division of Tides and Currents, United States Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey, explained this very clearly in the journal, Coastal Engineering, a few 
years ago. All along the Atlantic and gulf coasts, this rise has been on the 
average about 0.02 foot per year, so that in the last 50 years sea level is about 
1 foot higher than it was in 1905. On the Pacific coast, the rise seems to be 
only one-third as much. If this phenomenon continues, it is going to make 
erosion damage more acute. 

Finally, it should be pointed out to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors 
that, if H. R. 4701 or H. R. 4470 become law, undubtedly the rerommendations 
for appropriations for projects having Federal participation will come from 
the United States Army Engineers which means that, in the first place, such 
projects will be based on sound engineering practice and, secondly, the benefit- 
cost ratio will be carefully scrutinized from the viewpoint of the Federal 
interest. Sums of money appropriated for erosion control and shorefront sta- 
bilization are really investments in natural resources. For example, my forth- 
coming report on Moriches Inlet, which I mentioned before, will show the 
district engineer, fully documented by the scientific work done here in the last 
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6 years, that the stabilization and maintenance of that inlet will insure to 
the oyster and clam industries of Great South Bay an annual income of approxi- 
mately $2 million. The mechanism of how this came about was the Moriches 
Inlet functioned to abate the duck-farm pollution, which provides additional 
benefits, far above the navigational, such as enhancement of real estate, better 
commercial and sport fishing, and cleaner waters for bathing. 
Sincerely yours, 
JoSEPH B. GLANCY. 


WESTHAMPTON Beacu, N. Y., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


West Hampton Chamber of Commerce, Inc., endorses your bills to allow Fed- 
eral Government to contribute to cost of protecting all shore property regardless 
of public or private ownership. 

Vincent R, REILLY, President. 


WESTHAMPTON BeEAcH, N. Y., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


The incorporated village of Westhampton Beach most urgently urges the 
enactment of legislation which will permit the United States Government to 
share in the cost of construction, repairs and maintenance of erosion-arresting 
works on private properties on the south shore of Long Island. In our village 
which has approximately 4 miles of shore front along the Atlantic Ocean there 
is a public road along the beach strand which affords the only access to private 
properties on the beach. 

All property owners must use it to return to the mainland. In recent years 
that road has many times been completely washed out in certain areas as to be 
impassable and boats must be used to ford the gaps of washouts. This has 
frequently been caused by the fact that the private property which lies between 
that public road and the eeean has been in such an advanced stage of erosion 
as to offer no barrier to the onslaught of the ocean. 

The construction of effective erosion-arresting works on such private property 
is the only protective measure available and such work is beyond the financial 
ability of our municipal corporation or the private property owners. Our village 
needs the immediate financial aid of the United States Government to protect 
against the loss of and damage to public property by the expenditure of funds 
for the construction, repairs, and maintenance of erosion-arresting works on 
private property. 

BoarRD OF TRUSTEES, INCORPORATED VILLAGE OF WESTHAMPTON BEACH. 


QuoauE, N. Y., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: I am deeply concerned about the present rate of erosion along the 
south shore of Long Island. Being a resident of the so-called sand barrier 
known as Fire Island I have seen the inroads the ocean has made on this strip, 
particularly since the hurricanes starting in 1938, and unless some protective 
measures are taken within the immediate future I fear that before long there 
will not be any sand barrier and I, as well as thousands of other property owners, 
will be homeless. This is a very serious situation. 

I understand that you have introduced bills H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470 in this 
session of the Congress which will enable the Federal Government to participate 
in a shore-protecting project and I earnestly request that the Congress give 
these bills their prompt and serious consideration. 

Thanking you for your consideration, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry EB. HERMAN. 
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Epwarp H. Rocers 
REALTOR 


WESTHAMPTON Beacu, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeEaR CONGRESSMAN WAINWRIGHT: In reply to yours of February 16, would 
say that on or about December 20 the Corps of Army Engineers held an open 
meeting at Westhampton Beach for the purpose of acquiring information on 
the erosion of the Long Island waterfront and the resulting damage. As I 
was unable to attend this meeting, I wrote them a letter, copy of which follows: 

DECEMBER 19, 1955. 
Unitep States ARMY ENGINEERS, 
Westhampton Beach, N. Y. 


GENTLEMEN : Being unable to attend your meeting in Westhampton Beach 
on Tuesday, December 20, I am writing this letter which I trust may be 
of assistance in your gathering of information as to beach erosion. 

I, personally, or as president and stockholder of Heelbarp Corp., have 
in the past 30 years owned on the beach at Westhampton about 2 miles of 
ocean-front property, we having been and still are the largest beach owners 
hereabouts. 

All of this property extended from the mean high water mark of the 
ocean to Moriches Bay. Much of this property was sold previous to the hurri- 
cane and tidal wave of September 21, 1938. However, several thousand 
feet still remain in our ownership. 

In this storm we lost 6 practically new houses and their furnishings, 
which cost us in excess of $90,000, in addition to losing an ocean front of 
over 50 feet of dunes. Altogether, a rather expensive storm. 

I have lived in Westhampton Beach for the past 68 years and have spent 
much time on the beach, living there many summers, and have built and 
owned many houses there; having built and sold 25 to one party together 
with the land they stood on, at about $450,000. All of these houses were 
completely demolished in the 1938 storm except two which were very badly 
damaged, a complete loss to the owner. 

The 1938 storm brought water, said at the time to be 14 feet high, not 
only inundating the beach but extending back to and in some places beyond 
the main street of the village. 

This storm was followed in 1940 by another, and another in 1944 and 
a very bad one in November 1950 after which latter storm I and the 
Heelbarp Corp. took an income-tax deduction for storm damage in the 
amount of about $60,000 of which about one-half was finally allowed by 
the Internal Revenue Department. During the negotiations to determine 
our tax loss, the appraisal department sent down a man and with him 
we measured with a steel tape the amount of erosion of the dunes from 
the remnant of a pile, wire, and brush revetment, which was built after 
the 1988 storm, a small piece of which was still standing and we found 
it exactly 77 feet from this revetment to the crest of the dunes. This revet- 
ment was built considerably back of the original dune line as was before 
the storm of 1938, so that the total erosion in this section must have been 
not less than 100 feet which, with the depth of only about 600 feet from 
ocean to bay, makes a dangerous situation. 

Another storm as severe as the 1938 would completely wipe out the beach 
and much of the mainland for the elevation of the entire village is only 
a few feet above water level. 

The storm of 1938 also did much damage to the bay, filling in many acres 
of sand flats, making the bay in many places unnavigable. 

I trust the above information may be of assistance to you in arriving at 
some plan for eliminating the danger. 

Yours very truly, 















































Epwarp H. Rogers. 





Supplementing the above I might say today not only the property on the beach 
but that on the mainland is in a precarious condition and with the millions and 
millions of dollars invested in improvements on the south side of Long Island 
which would undoubtedly be affected in another bad storm such as that of 1938 
or even a lesser storm it would seem that the Federal Government with its 
spending of billions all over the world for every conceivable purpose could do 

















BEACH EROSION 


something for their own people who are footing the bills. The Federal Gov- 
ernment should at least pay a good part of the cost and will hope that you suc- 
ceed in your effort to have the law changed. 
Yours very truly, 
Epwarp H. Rogers. 


BABYLON, LONG ISLAND, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. WAINWRIGHT: It was indeed a great pleasure to receive your letter- 
of February 15, and I would like to take this opportunity to assure you that you 
have my continued support in such a worthy cause as the Fire Island Inlet 
project and any other vital matter that may present itself in the future. 

I would also like to take the opportunity at this time to convey my thanks 
for the excellent work you are doing, the interest and efforts expended for the 
good of your citizens and might I further add that we, the citizens of Suffolk 
County, should feel mighty proud that we have a man such as yourself repre- 
senting us. 

You may feel confident of my loyal support and vote and hoping for your 
continued success, I remain 

Sincerely, 
Capt. D. Stewart MAcGRE¢GoR. 


TOwN’OF RIVERHEAD, 
Toww CLERK’s OFFICE, 
Riverhead, N. Y., February 24, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN WAINWRIGHT: Enclosed is a certified copy of a resolution 
duly adopted by the Riverhead Town Board at their meeting held on February 
21, 1956. 

Sincerely yours, 


ANTHONY F. GApzINnskI, 
Town Clerk. 


Resolwed, That the town of Riverhead support the passage of bills Nos. H. R. 
4701 and H. R. 4470, entitled, “Possibility of inundation of Long Island by the At- 
lantic Ocean,” now before the Congress of the United States and that a copy of 
this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Stuyvesant Wainwright, in Washington, 
D.C. 


STATE OF New York, County of Suffolk, Town of Riverhead ss: 

This is to certify that I, the undersigned, town clerk of the town of Riverhead, 
county of Suffolk, N. Y., have compared the foregoing copy of resolution with the 
original resolution now on file in this office and which was duly adopted on the 
2ist day of February 1956, and that the same is a true and correct transcript of 
said resolution and of the whole thereof. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and the official seal of the 
said town of Riverhead, this 24th day of February, 1956. 

[SEAL] ANTHONY F. GADzINSKI, 
Town Clerk. 


VILLAGE OF SOUTHAMPTON, 
Southampton, N. Y., February 23, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. WAINWRIGHT: On behalf of the village of Southhampton we heartily 
support bills H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470 and strongly urge their adoption. 

The present crisis of shore erosion, together with the threat of inundation, is 
a constant peril to the entire area of Long Island and requires urgent and 
drastic measures by the Federal Government. 
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Assuring you of our continued support in your efforts to prevent any further 
loss of life and property, I remain 
Sincerely yours, 
HaroLtp DuF RANE, Mayor. 


TOWN oF SMITHTOWN, 
Smithtown, N. Y., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: I note with particular interest the efforts now being made by you and 
other Congressmen from this area to persuade the Congress to permit Federal 
participation in beach protection regardless of ownership, as well as your more 
recent introduction of a bill authorizing special hurricane studies for Long Island 
and contiguous areas. 

You probably know that about 10 years of my service with the State depart- 
ment of public works was supervision of beach protection. The course of my 
duties encompassed every phase of this important work on all of Long Island, 
from early discussion with private owners and local communities through con- 
tact with public officials, planning, financing, construction, and completion. I 
was assigned to this work from the time the Duryea bill became enacted until I 
was called to my present position last August. This experience is noted to render 
a degree of authority to the remarks which follow. 

There is no greater need in the present Federal and State laws authorizing 
beach protection that the extension of financing which would permit protection of 
shoreline properties, regardless of ownership. With the accelerated rate of ero- 
sion now prevailing, with successive hurricanes increasing the incursive destruc- 
tion of Long Island’s shoreline resources, and with our tremendous population 
growth (almost the highest in the Nation), the problem is now one which demands 
Federal attention and-participation. 

There are many historic activities which point directly to Federal participation 
in the protection of private as well as public interests by Federal as well as by 
State agencies. Flood control and soil erosion are but two. The necessity for 
both of these and the further and more complete participation, both in construc- 
tion and financing, by Federal agencies were brought about when the scope of 
the problem and the value of the land were so great as to become a matter of Fed- 
eral concern. So far as shore protection is concerned, we are not only in that 
position now but have been for many years. An integral part of the welfare of 
this Nation are the industry, commerce, and recreational facilities produced by 
our shorelines. Long Island, to a large extent, places a main economic depend- 
ence thereon. Its land values have and are continuing to increase at an amazing 
rate because of them. New York City, and its population in excess of 8 million 
people is directly related to the island and its shores. 

The technical problem of shore protection in this area is not beyond solution. 
A comprehensive plan for the entire island can and must be completed. This in 
its simplest form probably consists of the following: 

1. Restoration of barrier beaches by hydraulic fill supplied by the almost limit- 
less material available from the inner bays. 

2. Stabilizing the inlets along the south shore, thereby preventing their wester- 
ly migration. 

3. Establishment of a groin system around the remainder of the perimeter of 
the sandy shores of the island in a continuing program. 

4. None of this can be assumed realistically without including protection along 
privately owned portions of the shoreline, since only a small fraction of the shore 
is publicly owned. 

The problem is not technical. The problem is not planning. The problem is not 
in local indifference. The problem solely and completely is its size and the 
present exclusion of protection of private properties from public assistance. The 
Congress must realize, and quickly, that the economic status of an important area 
of this Nation is dependent on immediate allocation of funds for protection pur- 
poses as well as the adoption of a philosophy which predicates shore protection 
on an entire area regardless of ownership. 

I urge upon you and all Congressmen who come from shoreline area measures 
which can effect the comprehensive legislation from which you have begun. I 
also urge that those Congressmen and Senators whose inland constituencies have 
made flood control and soil erosion an important part of their functioning in Con- 
gress to turn their thoughts to the outward bulwarks of the Nation which now re- 
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quire fully as great a congressional, financial, and technical support in our 
Government. 

The need for beach protection on Long Island is urgent. The plan must include 
all the shoreline regardless of ownership. The cost is so considerable as to re- 
quire, perhaps demand, Federal financial assistance as well as participation on 
State, county, and local levels. Congress should and must act now. 

If there is any way in which I can be of assistance in furthering this effort, 
please feel free to call on me. On behalf of this community I extend our appre- 
ciation of your effort in behalf of one of Long Island’s most pressing problem. 

Very truly yours, 
H. Spirzer, Town Engineer. 

Mr. Warnwricut. I have one other witness who has a short state- 
ment, who is-not here at this time. If it is humanly possible to fit 
him in, would that be possible, either late today or tomorrow? 

Mr. Biarnix. We will resume our hearings at 10 tomorrow morn- 
ing. Can he be here at that time? 

Mr. Wainwricur. All right. 

Mr. Buarnix. We will start off with Mr. Joseph Irwin, chairman of 
the Board of Freeholders of Monmouth County, N. J. Who is your 
witness ¢ 

Mr. Warnwricut. He is Captain Stout of Long Island; Moriches 
Inlet, an area in‘Bong Island. 

Mr. Buiarnix. What is his official capacity ? 

Mr. Watnwreicnut. He represents the Moriches Inlet Stabilization 
and Beach Erosion Committee, in much the same capacity for the 
east end of the area that Mr. Serber represents for the Fire Island area. 

Mr. Buatnix. We will be glad to hear him tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Nicuotson. Did I understand someone to say that the average 
rise of tide now is 6 inches more'than it used to be? 

Mr. Warnwricut. Yes. That is correct, Mr. Nicholson. 

Mr. Nicnotson. How long has that happened, General 

General Weaver. I do not think the average rise in the tide was 
referred to, but the rise in the actual mean w ater level of the ocean 
apparently. It does not average 6 inches, but varies at different points 
on the coast. It has risen about one-tenth of a foot for every 10 years 
down on the Carolina coast. That is my impression. 

Mr. Nicuoxson. Is that true all along the coast as well as in Long 
Island Sound ? 

General Weaver. Up along the north the Coast and Geodetic Siirvey 
have kept records on it for many years and it shows a general rise in 
ordinary level of the sea, if you want to call it that, rather that the 
tide which is something that comes on top. It is not uniform through- 
out the length of the coast. It varies. 

Mr. Watnwricut. That added to the storms, because of this area 
falling into a hurricane pattern, has caused this erosion. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Wainwright, do you have a road going the length 
of your barrier island ? 

Mr. Warnwricut. There is no road at this point in the Fire Island 
area described by Mr. Serber. However, from the Morisches Inlet 
area here, which the gentleman will describe tomorrow, following right 
down to Montauk Point are town, county, and in this area, State roads, 
all of which run very close to the dune front. As Mr. Jackson of 
California pointed out, the Government, whether it is the State or the 
Federal Government, owns to the mean high-water mark. Certainly 
there may be a small stretch of privately owned property between 
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that and the public road, but if this privately owned property is not 
saved or something is not done to protect it, then the road goes too. 

Mr. Cramer. Under the present law there is no protection, as far as 
Federal participation is concerned to that road where it is adjoining 
private property ¢ 

Mr. Warnwraicur. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. This bill does protect the roadway. Is that your 
understanding ¢ 

Mr. Warnwricut. That is true and that is the point you brought 
out about the property near the road in your district. 

Mr. Cramer. If you turn that map sideways, west side up, it almost 
looks like my county, with a string of islands there, with the road 
going the full length ‘of the isk: and, and no protection of any sort as 
far as the Federal Government is concerned. 

Mr. Watnwricut. That starts about halfway up there. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buiarnik. Thank you. We havea letter from our colleague, Rep. 
William E. Miller of New York, in support of H. R. 4470 and ‘the com- 
panion bill, H. R. 4815, introduced by Mr. Miller, which letter will 
be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The letter of Mr. Miller follows :) 


HOvsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that your committee is presently 
holding hearings on H. R. 4470, a bill designed to permit the use of Federal funds 
for beach erosion protective measures whether the property is privately or 
publicly owned. 

I introduced in the House on March 10, 1955, an identical bill, H. R. 4815. 
In order that the valuable time of your committee may be conserved, I request 
that this letter, in support of H. R. 4470, be made a part of the record of these 
proceedings. 

I represent the 40th District of New York, much of which is bordered by Lake 
Ontario and Lake Erie. During the past several years, hundreds of our citizens 
have suffered damages in the millions of dollars as a result of high water and 
serious erosion to their properties causing not only a complete disappearance of 
much of their land but, in many cases, complete destruction of their homes, 
orchards, and other possessions. A single individual, or groups of individuals, are 
powerless to take any remedial action in these cases because of the complete 
jurisdiction of Federal and State governments over the Great Lakes and 
navigable streams of our country and, particularly, where the waters form an in- 
ternational boundary. No one, not even the Corps of Army Engineers, has been 
able to specifically determine the causes, and no one can apparently accurately 
forecast what conditions will be on the Great Lakes as a result of St. Lawrence 
seaway project and other projects contemplated throughout the Great Lakes. 

The purpose of section 1 of the act of August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1056) was 
to commit the United States Government to assist in the construction, but not 
the maintenance, of works for the improvement and protection against erosion 
by waves and currents of the shores of the United States that are owned by 
State municipalities or other political subdivisions. It being the declared policy 
of the United States, in preventing such damage to public property, to promote 
and encourage the healthful recreation of our people. Certainly the protec 
tion of the homes, farms, and property of our people is as worth while a proposi- 
tion as the encouraging of healthful recreation. In addition, all private property 
bordering on our Great Lakes are contiguous to, or extensions of, public beaches 
and while protecting one it would be only sound economics and certainly not 
much more expensive to protect the other. Also, it might be safely said that to 
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the rear of all our privately owned beach properties are public roads, tele- 
phone and power installations, which are vitally effected with a public or quasi- 
public interest which will undoubtedly become endangered if the present rate of 
erosion continues. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge that this committee report favorably H. R. 44/0. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILuiaM E. MILier, 
Member of Congress. 


Mr. Buatrnik. Are there any further witnesses this morning? 

Mr. Aucurincioss. Mr. Chairman, may I have the privilege to in- 
clude at the conclusion of my remarks a telegram from the mayor of 
Long Branch, N. J., Mayor Alexander Vineberg ? 

Mr. Buiarnix. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The telegram is as follows :) 

Lone BRANCH, N. J., February 16, 1956. 
Hon. JAmMEs C. AUCHINCLOSS, 


Congressman, Third District of New Jersey, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The mayor and board of commissioners of the city of Long Branch wish to go 
on record supporting H. R. 4470, introduced by Representative James C. Auchin- 
closs, of the Third District of New Jersey. This bill will be an important step 
toward the solution to our beach-erosion problem. 

ALEXANDER VINEBURG, Mayor. 


Mr. Buiatnix. Without. objection, the hearings will be adjourned at 
this time and will be resumed tomorrow morning at 10 a. m. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the hearing was adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Tuesday, February 21, 1956.) 
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Extension of Federal Aid to Private as Well as Publie Property 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1956 


House or REepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Buarnix. The meeting will please come to order. 

This is a continuation of the hearings held by the Subcommittee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the Committee on Public Works on H. R. 
4470, by Mr. Auchincloss of New Jersey, and about 19 or 20 similar 
or related measures dealing with “An act authoriing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of pr otecting the shores of publicly owned prop- 
erty from erosion.’ 

Before we proceed this morning, I should like to call on Mr. Auchin- 
closs for a dns tana to a communication which he has. 

Mr. Aucutnctoss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

On yesterday, in response to a question asked by the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. Gentry, I replied that I thought about 99 percent of the 
coastline was privately owned. Since the session yesterday I have 
had a chance to look in‘o the matter and I would like to modify my 
reply to Mr. Gentry to the effect that it is about 85 percent. It is be- 
tween 85 percent and 90 percent. At any rate, a large portion of the 
coastline is privately owned. 

I would like to say with regard to privately owned pieces of prop- 
erty that much of that property is owned by beach clubs or private 
individuals who operate concessions for bathing and similar purposes. 
In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, I would ‘like to ask unanimous 
consent at this time to read a telegram I received from Robert B. 
Meyner, Governor of New Jersey, as follows: 

Regret inability to furnish statement of my views with respect to H. R. 
4470 by tomorrow. Hope to have it in your hands within 10 days. 

Rosert B. MEYNER, 
Governor of New Jersey. 

I ask unanimous consent that when his statement is received it may 
be incorporated in the record. 

Mr. BiatnrK. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, in view of the lack of time and so 
that I can get up to the Roads Subcommittee hearing in just a little 
while, I would like to say on behalf of Congressman Steve Derounian 
of the Second District of New York, whose district covers a great 
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part of the north shore of Long Island, while my district covers a 
part of the south shore of Long Island, we recognize the necessity of 
legislation of this type and will have a statement in the record. 

Mr. Biarnix. I should like to mention to those here this morn- 
ing that on two occasions the gentleman from New York discussed 
this matter with the chairman and has been present yesterday and to- 
day. To expedite matters because of the roads subcommittee meet- 
ing simultaneously, and several members of this subcommittee also 
being members of that subcommittee, and primarily to accommodate 
the witnesses from out of town, the members have most thought- 
fully and considerately consented to confine their remarks to state- 
ments submitted for the record or brief oral summaries. 

We have our colleague, the Hon. William H. Bates, of Massachusetts, 
who has a presentation. 

Mr. Bates, will you please take the chair ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. BATES, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. IT am 
grateful for the opportunity of appearing here today. Unfortunately, 
I have two committee meetings going on at the present time, so | 
will not transgress upon your time at length. 

Mr. Buarnix. That is a rather common affliction these days in com- 
mittee and subcommittee work. 

Mr. Bares. But I thought this matter of significant importance 
enough for me to appear personally, and I would like to incorporate 
the statement which I have, in the record. 

Mr. Biatrnrk. Without objection. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Bates is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, I welcome this opportunity to give my wholehearted endorse 
ment to legislation proposed by my distinguished colleague, Representative Auch 
incloss, and which would make possible Federal participation in the cost of pro- 
tecting the shores of privately owned real property as well as the shores of 
publicly owned real property. 

Plum Island, in Massachusetts, is a convincing argument for enacting this 
kind of legislation. Lashed by Atlantic Ocean storms and accompanying tidal 
waves, the island has suffered great losses from the resulting erosion, with local 
and State agencies unable to cope with the problem and accompanying costs. 

Plum Island lies within the limits of the City of Newburyport, Mass., as well 
as the town of Newbury. The island extends southward from the mouth 
of the Merrimac River for a total length of about 8 miles. Its northern end 
is about 3.7 miles south of the Massachusetts-New Hampshire border. Develop- 
ment which includes a United States Coast Guard station is concentrated in 
the northern two miles of the island. To the south, the remainder of the island 
is a wildlife sanctuary under Federal control. 

The island is separated from the mainland by Plum Island River and a wide 
marsh. In recent years, the ocean shoreline along the northern end of Plum 
Island has been subject to intermittent erosion and accretion, with shifting of 
the eroding area alongshore and a resulting gradual recession of the shore as 
a whole. Large volumes of material are removed in localized areas during severe 
storms. 

From a health and recreational standpoint, Plum Island occupies a position of 
major importance. It has some 750 cottages of summer residents, of which nearly 
100 are occupied the year around, also a United States Coast Guard station 
and lighthouse. Quite a number of cottages on the shore front has been badly 
battered by the storms. Some of these have been moved several times and are 
now so close to the boulevard that they cannot be moved again. 
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Two northeast storms, one of February 15, 1950, and one of March 1950 not 
only cut 10 to 15 feet from the face of the embankment, but lowered the beach 
level by about three feet. Another northeast storm ef September 12, 1950, took 
another 20 feet from the face of the embankment and lowered the beach level 
several feet more, making a total loss of about 35 feet from the face of the em- 
bankment that year. 

If the present rate of erosion continues, it is feared that new storms will clean 
out remaining cottages and sand dunes on the shore front, and then take out the 
North Shore Boulevard itself, and buildings west of it, cutting the island in 
two. 

A breach through the North Boulevard would be very serious as it would isolate 
the northern end of the island, with its church, lighthouse, Coast Guard station, 
food shops, restaurants, boat liveries and other shops. 

All transportation to and from these places is by automobile, bus and truck. 
Trucks deliver food and supplies to cottages, stores, restaurants and the Coast 
Guard. The Coast Guard station is motorized and has a number of automobiles, 
trucks, jeeps, etc., and a surfboat mounted on a trailer which they tow quickly 
by truck over the North Boulevard to any point on the island where lives are 
in danger. The man at this station has been of tremendous help in removing the 
furnishings from the cottages that were endangered or wrecked by the storms 
in 1950. 

If a breach occurred during the busy summer season, hundreds of people 
would likely be trapped in the cottages at the northern end of the island, and 
these would be mostly women and children. They would be cut off from food 
supplies, medical care, fire protection and means of transportation. Fire pro- 
tection is from departments in Newbury and Newburyport over the North Boule- 
vard. There is no public water supply on the island, each cottage having its 
own well and pump. There is no passenger-boat service to the island and no 
public wharf at which such a boat could dock. 

The washing out of the North Boulevard and the resulting break in the island 
would likely mean the abandonment of properties and a very serious tax loss to 
the city of Newburyport and the town of Newbury as well as a complete finan- 
cial loss to the property owners. 

Since the problem area is privately owned and the Federal statute provides 
no basis for Federal aid for the protection of privately owned shorelines, the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts has endeavored to give much needed relief, 
in recent years. The work done, however, was not of a permanent nature and 
already parts of the rebuilt beach have suffered from the action of storms and 
much of the fill has been washed away. 

I urge your approval of the proposed bill which would make Federal participa- 
tion possible and pave the way to a permanent solution of erosion problems 
which threaten to wipe out Plum Island and other coastal areas of this Nation. 


Mr. Bares. I would also like to give to the committee temporarily, 
Mr. Chairman, some pictures of Plum Island in Massachusetts, which 
has been ravaged by storms down through the recent years. Two 
years ago the Beach Erosion Board made a study of this project and 
made a recommendation to the State of certain action that should be 
taken to correct the situation. That action has been taken, but the 
situation has not been remedied. I ask that the committee look over 
these pictures which I am providing. 

Mr. Briarnik. If you will hold that, the members would be anxious 
to see it in executive session, and we will have the pictures returned 
to the member. 

Mr. Bares. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Charles Bennett of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennett. Thank you very much for the privilege of being here. 

Mr. Buatnix. May I say for the record, Mr. Bennett is a great con- 
servationist and has been very active both in committees and on the 
floor in that field. 











40 BEACH EROSION 


Mr. Bennett. I have been very happy to cooperate with you. It 
is a pleasure to say a word or two on this legislation, and I would like 
to extend my remarks in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify here today 
in favor of H. R. 4470, introduced and sponsored by our distinguished 
and beloved colleague from New Jersey, Mr. Auchincloss. I am 
wholeheartedly and enthusiastically in favor of H. R. 4470. Its enact- 
ment would be a tremendous help to the district which I represent 
on our serious beach-erosion problem. 

The present governing statute, Public Law 727 of the 79th Con- 
gress, provides that Federal assistance in works against beach erosion 
shall be given only where the shore above the high-water line is owned 
by a State, municipality, or other public subdivision. In Florida, 
property down to the high-water mark is usually privately owned. 
Federal assistance in beach-erosion works in Florida is thus excluded 
under present Federal law unless the property adjacent to the beach 
happens to be owned by the State or one of its subdivisions. I submit 
that this requirement is too strict, and that it excludes from assistance 
many serious beach-erosion problems whose solution is in the public 
interest. 

As an illustration of the public interest in the solution of these 
problems, I would like to give you a brief explanation of the problem 
along our Duval County beaches. Despite private ownership of most 
of the beach land in Duval County, there is a strong public interest 
in defending against beach erosion along these shores, just as strong 
a public interest as along shores which meet the technical requirements 
of Public Law 727 as to public ownership. 

In the first place, our beaches are public beaches open to public 

enjoyment for all purposes, including swimming, sun bathing, fishing, 
athletics, and so forth. This is because the beaches in Florida between 
high- and low-water marks are owned by the State. One of the pur- 
poses of Public Law 727 cited in section 1 of that bill is “promoting 
and encouraging the healthful recreation of the people.” Beach- 
erosion measures which preserve our beaches carry out this purpose 
despite the technicalities of property ownership above the high-water 
mark. Incidentally. the area of the beaches in Duval County is usu- 
ally several hundred feet between high- and low-water marks. 
_ Thesecond reason why there is a strong public interest in our beaches 
is that they are used by automobiles as a highway supplementary to 
those constructed by public funds. I have seen cars drive along these 
natural roadways five abreast. To the extent that the beaches are 
used in this way, they are imbued with a public interest within the 
spirit of Federal beach-erosion legislation. 

Third, there are a number of highways in Florida which are of 
strategic and defense importance, but which cannot be protected from 
the ravages of beach erosion under the narrow technical requirements 
of present law. Among these are highways used in connection with 
the following Florida military installations: Eglin Air Force Base, 
Tyndall Air Force Base, Patrick Air Force Base, Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, and the Overseas Highway giving access to Key West 
Naval Station. In Duval County there are similar endangered high- 


ways separated from the sea by thin strips of privately owned land. 


By broadening the public interest requirement, these important high- 
ways could be protected against beach erosion. 
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Fourth, there is a public interest in protecting against the economic 
losses of beach floods, regardless of the nature of ownership in the 
strip of land immediately above the high-water mark. The masses of 
population in beach communities are just as much endangered when 
the strip at the high-water mark is privately owned as when it is 
publicly owned. The Duval County beaches communities have re- 
cently been through two emergencies arising out of heavy windstorms 
and the onslaught of resulting waves against the high ground and 
seawalls. On these occasions there was considerable economic loss. 
It is not certain that it would be possible to avert greater disasters in 
the future. 

Hurricanes occur near the autumnal equinox, at which time I am 
advised tides can be expected to be extra high. With the water thus 
held high, waves of hurricane force can do considerable damage, and 
I fear that unless steps are taken to bolster our defenses against the 
sea, we may some day suffer a breakthrough which will flood these 
beach communities. This would result in a tragedy similar to those 
suffered recently by northeastern and western communities. 

If my estimate of the mood of my colleagues is accurate, we are not 
going to let this session pass without strengthening our defenses 
against such disasters. Eliminating the public-ownership require- 
ment would be one way whereby we can take preventive action against 
flood disasters. 

Weare not contemplating any public-ownership requirement in con- 
nection with pro ae relating to fresh-water floods; there is no reason 
why there should be such a requirement in legislation to protect against 
salt-water floods. 

There are adequate safeguards in H. R. 4470 against use of Federal 
beach-erosion funds for other than public purposes. The most im- 
portant is the requirement that the projects to be assisted must be 
initiated by and partially financed by States or their political sub- 
divisions. It is my understanding that almost all States have pro- 
cedures under which taxpayers may enjoin expenditure of public funds 
for private purposes. In any event, it seems that the political realities 
would assure that local governing bodies would not commit public 
funds unless a substantial segment of the public is to be benefited. 

The second safeguard is the high percentage of contributions re- 
quired from the local governing unit, which must pay two-thirds of 
the construction cost to one-third to be borne by the Federal Govern- 
ment. By the local government paying such a preponderant portion 
of the cost, we are certainly, in my opinion, assured that it would not 
undertake a project which does not serve a very substantial public 
purpose. 

As a matter of fact, I feel that this assurance could be given by a 
lesser participation by the local communities than this required 
two-thirds. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I earnestly request the favorable 
consideration by this subcommittee of H. R. 4470. Thank you very 
much for permitting me to testify here today. ' 

I appreciate very much this privilege of endorsing Mr. Auchincloss’ 
very fine piece of legislation and I certainly hope it becomes law. 
Mr. Buiatntk. I thank the gentleman from Florida. 
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STATEMENT OF THADDEUS M. MACHROWICZ, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
appear today in support of H. R. 4470, a bill which is intended to 
permit the use of Federal funds for beach erosion protective measures 
whether the property was privately or publicly owned. 

While still a member of the Public Works Committee, I had op- 
portunities to personally witness the tremendous damage done by 
beach erosion to public and private property. Much of this damage 
is extended on the Atlantic shorelines but is by no means limited to 
that area. There has been considerable damage from beach erosion 
on the shorelines of the Pacific Ocean, the Gulf of Mexico, the Great 
Lakes, and lakes, estuaries, and bays directly connected therewith. 

I am convinced that this bill serves the public interest and sincerely 
trust that the committee will take early action on it. 

Mr. .Biatnix. The next witness is Mr. Joseph Irwin of Monmouth 
County, N. J. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH IRWIN, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF 
FREEHOLDERS, MONMOUTH COUNTY, N. J. 


Mr. Irwin. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am very 
grateful for the opportunity to speak with you for a brief few minutes 
on this resolution I have proposed. 

First, if I may, I would like to read to you a resolution which was 

passed by our Board of Freeholders in Monmouth County, N. J., be- 
cause we are particularly interested in and very gré ateful for the op- 
portunity to speak on this resolution and are in hopes of receiving 
some aid and assistance in our very, very major problem which we 
have on the Jersey coastline. 

Mr. Buarnix. Will you please proceed ? 

Mr. Irwin. Yes, sir. 

RESOLUTION No. 25 


Whereas there is pending before the House of Representatives at Washington, 
H. R. 4470 concerning the amendment of the act authorizing Federal participa- 
tion in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned property, approved 
August 13, 1946; and 

Whereas it is the purpose of the amendment of said act to include damage to 
private property: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this board go on record as favorjng the passage of said amend- 
ment, in the interest of adequately protecting our shert front and coastline, and 
facilitating the operating under said act, and urge the passage of said act by 
the Congress of the United States and hereby offer the following in support 
es viz: 

. This board has found that in the work of protecting our shore front by 
bag alls, bulkheads, jetties, and other similar projects, in most cases it has been 
impossible to construct a satisfactory project unless it is broad enough in scope 
to protect a given area in which there may be certain privately owned property, 
which if eliminated from the scheme, leaves an unprotected stretch where the 
erosion is intensified and results in an accelerated amount of erosion not only 
to the privately owned property, but also to the adjoining publicly owned 
property on either side. 

2. This board also finds that the shore front is becoming more extensively 
held by the public, and the privately owned property diminishing, but there is 
still sufficient privately owned property scattered in between the publicly owned 
property to prevent a proper and adequate protective project being constructed 
without including all property within a given area in such an improvement. 
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3. This board has had experience in the construction of the Monmouth County 
seawall from Highlands to Long Branch that it would have been impossible to 
do the same if it had been obliged to leave gaps in the wall on account of 
privately owned property. This board submits that the general public good in 
this case required a continuous wall which not only protected the county road 
known as Ocean Avenue running from Highlands to Sea Bright, but prevented 
the Atlantic Ocean from breaking through the narrow peninsula from Sandy 
Hook south into the Shrewsbury River, destroying a main artery of travel along 
the ocean for the Nation, State, and county from the northern portion of Mon- 
mouth County, to the southern part, and also destroying the Shrewsbury River 
and merely carrying the problem of erosion by the ocean, further inland and the 
general public welfare required the construction of the same. 

4. This board submits the protection of our shore front from erosion by the 
ocean as absolutely essential to the furthering and encouraging the healthful 
recreation of our people as is declared to be the public policy of the United 
States in said act, and that the same cannot be done properly if the limitation 
of the act is confined to protecting public property only, and further submits 
that any protection to privaely owned propery in said work is merely incidental 
to the general public welfare and in fact the elimination of protection to such 
privately owned property destroys the protection intended for the publicly owned 
properties. 

This is a resolution, Mr. Chairman, which was passed by the Mon- 
mouth County Board of Freeholders in session 2 weeks ago and for- 
warded to our Representative, Mr. James C. Auchine loss. 

I just want to take a moment more of your time to point out that it 
has been the obligation of the State of New Jersey and the county 
of Monmouth and the municipalities therein to spend great and huge 
sums of money for the protection of not only just privately and pub- 
licly owned properties, but also recreational grounds and the business 
therein. In our own county alone, running from Sandy Hook, which 
I know you will recognize, to the southern portions of our county in 
Manistawan Inlet, we have a narrow strip of beach which is both 
privately and publicly owned property, and contiguous to that we 
have a highway running from one end to the other. It necessarily 
behooves us in the county and State to do everything in our power to 
protect that highway and piece of beach line which represents a con- 
siderable number of dollars in assets and assessments. 

I would like to point out to you, if I may, that in the last few years 
we in the county, coupled with the State of New Jersey—and our 
contribution was 50 percent of this amount of money—in 1947 we 
found the appropriations to spend $690,453 for a seawall some mile 
and a half long to protect this very strip of beach. In 1947 the county 
of Monmouth and the State of New Jersey y appropriated that amount 
of money. In the year 1955, just past, we appropriated an additional 
$386,000 for an additional seawall further south from the Monmouth 
Beach to the Sea Bright line, which was a part and parcel of a com- 
pleted project. 

Then just recently, a few weeks ago, we had to appropriate the sum 
of $690,000, 50 percent of it being our own county money and 50 per- 
cent of it moneys from the State of New Jersey, to complete this piece 
of beach line, due to the fact that under the regulations of our Federal 
Government in connection with the Corps of Engineers the Federal 
Government was unable to participate in any funds to help us carry 
on this project. 

In the last few years Monmouth County and the State of New Jersey 
and its municipalities—and it is just 1 small county in New Jersey— 

spent over $10 million in an effort to protect—and I use the word 
“effort” advisedly because we have protected the coastline extensively 
through this method and it has been approved by the Corps of Engi- 
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neers of the United States Army and by the engineers of the State of 
New Jersey, as well as our own county and municipality engineers. 
We are in a position where we would like the Federal Government to 
assist us and aid us financially and otherwise in the protection of 
that beach line because in order to protect our own publicly owned 
property and our own public highways it is necessary that we protect 
private property as well. But the rights have been given over to the 
county in several areas whereby the private property runs across the 
public highways onto the beach itself. We have been able to show the 
benefit and to protect it. It is not just a case of advising our people 
to move back from the coastline because of the erosion problem, be- 
cause in the great stretch of Monmouth County there is no possible 
chance of moving back. We have a strip of barrier beach which is 
from 100 to 200 yards in width running from the point of Sandy Hook 
to Long Branch. If nothing were done, that entire barrier beach 
would be eroded, and there would be no protection to the inland 
municipalitis and inland homes and businesses. 

I happen to.be, I might say, a little selfish there, because in the 
inland water of Monmouth County I own a yacht basin and I know 
what the storms and hurricanes on the Atlantic seaboard can do and 
have done to this piece of beach line. 

I am submitting for the record, and I am very grateful for this 
opportunity, but it has been one of the major problems in Monmouth 
County and every county on the seashore of New Jersey. We are 
vitally interested in it and want to do all we can, but we need some 
financial assistance. We are willing to put our money into it... The 
State of New Jersey is willing to put money into it. I submit to you 
for the record and for your information just some samples of what 
this piece of beach looks like in a hurricane, in a northeast storm. I am 
also submitting to you photographs of our seawall, or part of it, that 
we have completed already under our present program, in order to 
protect it, and on which we have spent millions of dollars in an effort 
to do this very thing. 

In leaving this with you today I ask and urge that every possible 
consideration be given to this problem, because I know with the aid 
of our Federal Government and the help of the Corps of Engineers 
of the United States Army, we being properly advised by them, some 
great benefits can come from this and that this great property will 
be saved from the erosion which is continuing 24 hours a day. 

Mr. Biatnik. In reference to the photographs that you left. here, 
are they identified? Is there any descriptive material with them ? 

Mr. Irwin. There are only two identifications. There are just 2 
pictures of the seawall and 4 pictures of Ocean Avenue with the sea 
breaking over it during the period of a storm. That is the location 
at Monmouth Beach and Sea Bright. 

Mr. Brarnrg. In constructing the seawall, the primary purpose 
was for the protection of the county road and public-beach proper- 
ties ? 

Mr. Irwin. That is correct. 

Mr. Biatnrx. And the protection of adjacent or contiguous private 
property was, therefore, incidental ? 

Mr. Irwin. That is right. 
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Mr. Biarnix. Has your board cooperated with your State in build- 
ing any protective devices in areas in which -you have exclusively 
private property, and where you had the same type of erosion ? 

Mr. Irwin. Yes. On several occasions they have built jetties and 
T-jetties. Of course, in large areas this seawall protects the private 
am of people in those locations where it is found. That is par- 
ticularly true when you build a jetty which will catch the northern 
flow of the current. It builds the beach back and naturally protects 
privately owned property. All the way from Manistawan to Sandy 
Hook they have jetties. During the war the Army engineers had to 
build the ‘sensed at Sandy Hook adjacent to Government property. 
That was done during the war, in 1940 something. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I want to commend Mr. Irwin for a very excel- 
lent statement. Monmouth County is where I live and I am very 
familiar with this situation. 

May I ask Mr. Irwin if it is not true that the sea is beginning to 
encroach so much on this new wall that the county built, that it is 
necessary now to consider a method of protecting and building up the 
beach to protect the wall? 

Mr. Irwin. That is correct. In 1947 where we built the first 

~ walt— 

Mr. Avucuincioss. So there is still plenty of work to be done? 

Mr. Irwin. Oh, yes. This was something that was necessary to 
save the highway and to save the property. But what we have still 
got to do, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Auchincloss, is to build a series of 

jetties, or groins, or whatever the Corps of Engineers may call them, 
in order to build the beach back to help save the wall, because the 
wall was built primarily for the immediate future to save the high- 
way. 

Mr. Buatnix. Are there any questions from my right ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buatnix. Any further questions from my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buatnix. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Irwin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. -Buatnrx. Mr. Wainwright, do you have another witness to 
complete your testimony of yesterday ? 

Mr. Warnwricut. Mr. Chairman, I have here today from Mor- 
iches in Long Island in the State of New York, Mr. Augustus Stout, 
who would like to testify in behalf of the Moriches Inlet Association, 
which he represents. 

Before he proceeds, may I ask the committee’s permission to read 
three brief telegrams which I received due to the publicity of these 
hearings in the New York Times yesterday ? 

Mr. Biarnik. Yes. 

Mr. Wainwaicut. The first one comes from the superintendent of 
highways for Suffolk County, Long Island, which covers most of the 
area presented to you yesterday on the map. It reads: 

Due to serious erosion problems affecting the shores of Long Island I strongly 
stress the need for Federal Government participation in the protection of all 
shoreline property, private and public. 

ALBERT Cass, 
County Superintendent of Highways, 
Suffolk County, Port Jefferson, N. Y. 
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The next one is from Ralph Howell, vice president of Suffolk 
Younty, Long Island, Association, which reads: 


General membership of the Long Island Association meeting tonight Patchogue 
Hotel adopted resolution unanimously approving your legislation for Federal 
participation in cost of protection against erosion for private as well as public 
property. 

Incidentally, for the committee’s information, the Long Island Asso- 
ciation is a group composed of businessmen, merchants, lawyers and 
professional men, and almost anyone who has a business or enterprise 
on Long Island. It covers not just the county referred to, Suffolk 
County, but also Nassau County, and goes into Queens and right up 
to New York City as well, so the whole of this area is involved. 

Finally, I would like to read a telegram from Riverhead, Long 
Island: 


Request that you submit to the Committee on Public Works, Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors, the urgent request of the Suffolk County Board of Super- 
visors that the committee report favorably on H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470. Suffolk 
County has an excess of 723 miles of shore front on the Long Island Sound, 
Atlantic Ocean, and inland bays, most of which shore-front property is privately 
owned. Suffolk County has experienced tremendous losses due to erosion. Pre- 
vention of erosion is of greatest importance to the county and accordingly we 
urge that the referenced bills become law to enable Federal participation in 
erosion control on private waterfront property in Suffolk County. 

Boarp OF SUPERVISORS, RIVERHEAD, SUFFOLK County, N. Y. 


The reason why I asked permission to read those three telegrams is 
to show not only local government officials, but also the businessmen 
in the community not only to not have any objection to the Federal 
Government participating, but strongly urge it. 

With your indulgence I would like to submit these with the other 
material that I obtained the committee’s permission for yesterday. 

Mr. Buatnix. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


BuveE Pornt, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAIN WRIGHT, 
Congress of the United States, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Time does not permit for a detailed statement so must resort to this hurried 
effort. Survey now under study by the Army Corps of Engineers will be without 
effect and shortsighted if publicly owned property only is to be protected from 
erosion. Blight of Long Island shores depends on favorable action on H. R. 4701 
and H. R. 4470. Know with your detailed knowledge of conditions hére you will 


put forth your best to accomplish their passage. 
Henry F.. OSTERMANN. 


Bay SuHore, VN. Y., February 19, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAIN WRIGHT, 
House Office Building: 

As chairman of the Fire Island project committee, I am submitting to you a 
supporting statement in regard to H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4700. It is our belief the 
Federal Government should assume the obligation of protecting our shorelines 
us outlined in the Wainwright and Auchincloss bills. Our committee represents 
the majority of those who are engaged in boating either commercially and/or 
pleasure forms as well as taxpayers and homeowners effective in this area. 

JOHN SuYDAM 
(For the committee). 


Committee: Stewart MacGregor, Babylon, Long Island; John Boshler, Bay 
Shore Tuna Club, Bay Shore, Long Island ; Lawrency Runey, Babylon Tuna Club; 
Douglas Brewster, Bay Shore Tuna Club; Ira Gaynor, Babylon; Herman Hines, 
Babylon Tuna Club; Charles Gregory Lindenhurst, Charles Fischett, Babylon. 
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East Hampton, N. Y., February 20, 1956. 
Hon STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.0.: 


The South Fork Civic Conference endorses proposals to authorize expenditure 
of Federal funds for beach erosion as provided in H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470. 


CaRLos R. VipELa, President. 


East Hampton, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 


House of Representatives: 


As the law now exists the Government cannot participate in the protection 
of our shores and as it is impossible to provide that without Federal aid we in 
this critically involved area feel the need for and urgently request the passing 
of proper legislation such as has been presented by you. Residing on the south 
shore as you have throughout your life, no one knows better the drastic need 
for this protection. 

H. Stewart Topprne, 
Supervisor, town of East Hampton, East Hampton, N. Y. 


East SETAvuKEt, N. Y., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Member of Congress, First District, New York, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Fully concur with you that Federal aid is imperative if Long Island is to 
survive the repeated onslaughts of storms of hurricane force. Millions of dollars 
of assessed valuation are in jeopardy unless immediate steps are taken to protect 
these interests which reflect to the Federal level through taxation. As a disaster 
area, conditions have reached the stage where the State, county, and towns are 
financially unable to bear the full burden of costs of protecting the island without 
Federal aid. The United States Army Corps of Engineers, as the Beach Erosion 
Board, are best equipped to furnish technical advice so necessary in formulating 
carrective. measures. 

H. T. TurHitt, 
Consulting engineer (formerly Suffolk County engineer in charge of 
all erosion projects and hurricane salvage). 





RIvERHEAD, N. Y., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Strongly urge support of H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470; approve Government par- 
ticipation in beach-erosion projects on privately owned property. 
Pvans K. GRIFFING, 
Supervisor, Shelter Island. 


RIVERHEAD, N. Y., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. STuyvESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly urge support of H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470; approve Government par- 
ticipation in beach-erosion projects on privately owned property. 


WILLIAM J. LEONARD, Supervisor. 


Mastic Breacu, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAIN WRIGHT, 
Representative, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Sir: The Mastic Beach Republican Club is in favor of H. R. 4701 and 
H. R. 4470, currently under consideration in the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. This type of legislation would aid the people in Moriches Bay area, 
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In order that excessive erosion now occurring along our shores may be curbed, 
we believe in further stabilization of some existing inlets; developing new inlets 
where needed; easing of water pressure on inland side of barrier beaches by 
developing new inlets where needed; placement of fill on sand starold and 
depleted beaches. To deter the westward littoral drift, this will help to build 
up the eastward beaches. Channel dredging to provide hydraulic fill to create 
escape routes for the waters of overfilled bays during times of hurricane stress. 

I hope the Committee on Public Works and Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors 
will consider the above. 

I earnestly request that you do all you can to help our cause. 

With many thanks for your interest in our problem and.with kindest personal 
regards, 

Respectfully yours, 
VINCENT FERRANTE, 
Chairman, Moriches Inlet Committee, Mastic Beach Republican Club. 


MAstic BracH, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Representative, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Sir: In addition to my letter of February 17, I wish to state the follow- 
ing: Also Federal aid to maintain the Moriches Inlet is a necessity. 
I hope the Committee on Public Works and Subcommittee on Rivers and Har- 
bors will consider the above. 
I earnestly request that you do all you can to keep our cause. 
With many thanks for you interest in our problems and with kindest personal 
regards. 
Respectfully yours, 
VINCENT FERRANTE, 
Chairman, Moriches Inlet Committee, 
Mastic Beach Republican Club. 


LAW OFFICES 
RAYMOND A. SMITH 


East Hampton, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
To: Representative Wainwright. 
From : Raymond A. Smith. 
Subject: Erosion. 

You may use this as you see fit. I also have your letter with the extract of 
remarks at the hearing in Westhampton, December 20, 1955. I do not need 
anything more. If you expect to be up here at any time in the near future 
let me know. There are pressing problems which will require level heads. and 
considerable thought. 

Sincerely, 
Ray. 


LAW OFPICES 
RayMOND A. SMITH 
East Hampton, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 
Re erosion, town of East Hampton, Suffolk County, N. Y. 


Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WAINWRIGHT: The problem of erosion along both the 
south and north shores of Suffolk County, and particularly in the eastern towns 
of Suffolk County, is not new. I believe, however, that the problem has finally 
reached the stage where it is acute. The record of the public hearing held by the 
Corps of Engineers of the United States Army, New York district, under their 
public notice No. 3423, on Thursday, January 19, 1956, should be conclusive as 
to the fact that erosion has been progressing at an increasingly rapid rate during 
the past 25 years. 
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I am extremely interested in doing whatever I possibly can to aid in the 
immediate preparation of a comprehensive plan for the protection of our shore- 
lines, not only as a lifetime resident of the town of East Hampton but also as 
the representative of several large taxpayers in the town. 

H It is my understanding that the Committee on Public Works, through its Sub- 
: committee on Rivers and Harbors, will hold hearings in Washington on February 
20 and 21 on proposals to allow the Federal Government to participate in the 
cost of protecting the shore in front of privately owned property. I am in favor 
of favorable action on this measure, because in the past the prohibition against 
the Federal Government participating in any such projects unless the property 
was publicly owned has blocked the way to an overall comprehensive plan of 
shoreline protection. It seems essential that the various protective measures 
which must be undertaken as soon as possible should be in accordance with a 
well-defined and comprehensive plan, and any~protective~measures which are 
restricted to those*sections of shore front which are publicly owned will be 
inadequate. As a matter of fact, there is a school of thought to the effect that 
Fi isolated jetties or bulkheads may perhaps do more harm than good. 

4 Recent studies by the United States Weather Bureau have indicated that 
Long Island is now in the hurricane path. The New York Herald Tribune, in 
its issue of February 17, has already listed the names of the hurricanes for 1956. 
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i No one knows how many of these will strike Long Island, no one knows how severe 
; the storms may be or how much damage to life and property may result therefrom. 

I do not feel that we can wait to find out whether or not any storms will hit 
: ns and how much damage they are going to do. I believe that it is essential 


that our Government take immediate action on this most pressing problem, and 
JI sincerely urge you to support wholeheartedly any action that will allow the 
Federal Government to participate in the overall protection of our shoreline. 
I am enclosing herewith a copy of this letter, which you may present at the 
hearing if you feel that.it would be helpful. 
Sincerely yours, 


RAYMOND A. SMITH, Jr. 





New York, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 


Representative StUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sir: Pertaining to erosion, and the Fire Island Inlet: 

I am attaching a letter by Mr. Richard Carter, whom I know, which is a revised 
copy of one sent to the erosion board. As I understand it, there was no time 
to edit the original draft, but the facts and thoughts in this remain the same. 

This letter may be of interest to you, as it was to me. 

Sincerely, 


Ji C. GAZLAY. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Montauk, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 


Dear Mr. WAINWRIGHT: I am writing this letter to let you know that I am in 
favor of Government support in helping private-property owners in their efforts 
to repair beach fronts due to hurricane damages. 

We have a condition at Montauk, N. Y., where the beach dunes washed away 
and the water overran our roads and railroad tracks, isolating our town for as 
long as 24 hours. Inasmuch as this breakthrough was on privately owned land 
it no longer is a private matter, when it shuts off.a village as large as ours 
from outside help. 

Hoping that your bills, H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470, meet with the approval of 
our Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Capt. Frank Warp, Director. 
BLvuE Pont, N. Y. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
1417 House Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WAINWRIGHT: I am enclosing a copy of the letter to 
Representative John A. Blatnik, in connection with the Auchincloss amendment, 
bill H. R. 4470. 
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Our association will greatly appreciate your followup on these bills and work 
for their early passage. 
Yours very truly, 
Howarp Le Cuuss, 
President of Davis Park Association, Fire Island, N. Y. 


BuiveE Pornt, N. Y. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman of Rivers and Harbors Committee, 
1417 House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLaTNIK : The Davis Park Association is on record as favor- 
ing the Auchincloss bill. We urge an early hearing on H. R. 4470 et al. in order to 
speed action on the vital question of erosion prevention for the Fire Island 
barrier beach. 

Speed in approving this legislation is necessary in order to permit taking action 
toward prevention of further erosion of Long Island barrier beaches. Time is 
important as further erosion may cause a serious breakthrough with the loss of 
millions of dollars in beach and mainland property. 

Yours very truly, 
- Howakrp Le Ciusse, 
President of Davis Park Association, Fire Island, N. Y. 


THE HAMPTON CHRONICLE, 
Long Island, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Stuy: My readers and I strongly urge the Committee on Public Works, 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, to heed carefully your remarks on the 
trightful problem that exists on the beaches of Long Island. 

Westhamption Beach, as you know, lies smack in the middle of the whole 
mess, having lost tons, and tons, yards and yards, of sand off its beaches, making 
many places uninhabitable, and threatening the total cutoff of almost 6 miles of 
the eastern end of Fire Island. 

The village has overextended itself financially in an effort to correct the dam- 
age, the county government has this, and’ many other villages to help, and can’t 
afford to do a proper job, and the State of New York the same. 

We need Federal help desperately, I urge you and the committee to take action 
as quickly as possible or the State of Connecticut will have ocean-front beaches. 

The very best to you, personally, 


Yours truly, 
WituiAM R. Rorrnson, Publisher. 


CENTER MORICHES, LONG ISLAND, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Sm: I wish to go on record in support of the bills under considera- 
tion allowing the Federal Government to contribute up to one-third of the cost 
of protecting the shores of Long Island. 

I am a member of the Moriches Inlet Committee and the Moriches Chamber of 
Commerce, both of which are strongly in favor of these bills. 

Thanking you for your interest and cooperation, I am, 


Respectfully yours, 
A. I. MOSBACHER. 


WESTHAMPTON BEACH, LONG ISLAND, N. Y. 
STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Sm: In reply to your letter of February 16, 1956, on beach erosion on 
Long Island, I am in full accord with any bill or measure that will be of any 
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help to us on Long Island. It,has to be done if we are to save our barrier beach 
and lives of our people, as well as the good of our Nation. I sincerely hope that 
this bill will be passed. You have put all your effort inte it, for the good of 
all coneerned. 
Respectfully, 
STANLEY C. BECKER. 


Tue Lone ISLAND ASSOCIATION, 
Garden City, Long Island, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT, 
Representatives Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR CONGESSMAN WAINWRIGHT: It has come to our attention that the Sub- 
committee on Rivers and Harbors will hold hearings on February 20 and 21 on 
proposals to allow the Federal Government to participate in the cost of protect- 
ing shores in front of privately owned property. We understand that the bills 
under consideration will be H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470. 

As a regional chamber of commerce concerned with the protection and develop- 
ment of the four Long Island counties, we fully recognize that these bills are 
of vital importance to solution of a problem which has already reached emer- 
gency proportions. We will appreciate it, therefore, if you will place the Long 
Island Association on record as favoring and urging prompt passage of this 
legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN D. SuHuart, Managing Director. 





STATEMENT BY WILLIAM M. BuRCHER, COUNSEL FOR THE SworDFISH CLUB, INC., 
AND THE YARDARM CLUB HOTEL, INC., WESTHAMPTON BeEacu, N. Y. 


The problem of preserving our Atlantic shoreline and protecting the enormous 
investment thereon in the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New 
York, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina, South Caro- 
lina, Georgia, and Florida urgently calls for Federal participation. 

To be effective this must be available for privately owned as well as publicly 
owned property. Only a unified, overall attack on the problem of erosion will 
suffice.....Private, local, and State funds are insufficient to accomplish a task 
of such magnitude as the one which now confronts us. 

Federal aid should not be regarded as a benefit or improvement of private prop- 
erty so much as preserving the very fabric of the economic life of our eastern 
seacoast. 

For example, my clients in 1988 purchased a property which had been totally 
destroyed by the devastating storm of that year. Ata cost of $150,000, a bathing 
beach and a hotel unit were built up which was of incalculably great value in 
restoring the entire economy of the neighboring community. 

Each year an expenditure averaging $2,000 has been necessary to check the 
ordinary processes of erosion. In the violent storms of 1954 an expenditure of 
at least $75,000 was necessary to restore the properties. 

The experience of my clients can be duplicated by every homeowner and busi- 
nessman along the shore. If one small strip of beach is left unprotected, the ocean 
can rush in and, in a matter of minutes, destroy all the careful work that others 
havedone. That is why there must be a unified plan, total coverage, and Federal 
participation. The beachfront is no stronger than its weakest stretch. 

At a time when American money is being lavished throughout the world with- 
out reckoning private or public benefit, it would appear that the taxpayers and 
residents of the Atlantic coast are entitled to a share of the Federal funds to 
protect their lives and properties and enable them to enjoy as much as they may 
the benefits of life in this wonderful country of ours to whose greatness they 
make willing contribution and sacrifice. 

For these reasons the bills, H. R. 4701 and H. R. 4470, are approved and their 
enactment.is urged. 

Respectfully, 
WILLIAM M. BURCHER. 
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STATEMENT OF AUGUST STOUT, MORICHES, LONG ISLAND, N. Y., 
MEMBER OF THE MORICHES INLET STABILIZATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. Srour. Mr. Chairman, my name is August Stout, Moriches, 
Long Island, N. Y., a member of the Moriches Inlet Stabilization 
Committee, a group made up of 40-odd civic organizations and 
chambers of commerce in the area of Moriches and Moriches Inlet. 

Our primary interest, of course, is stabilizing the inlet. We defi- 
nitely feel that stabilization works hand in hand with erosion control. 
Our State of New York, county of Suffolk, towns of Brookhaven and 
Southhampton have spent over $2 million on stabilization work and 
beach erosion work in rebuilding sand dunes that have been eroded in 
my lifetime. I have seen as a child great, big dunes, and they have 
now been eroded and cut down so in many portions they have become 
flattened out. The county and State try to do this job. They are 
spending money, but they feel and I think we all do down in our area 
that it is a costly project and something that cannot be done piecemeal. 

We have tried to do it piecemeal by stabilizing a few inlets and 
various private owners along the oceanfront have tried stabilization 
on their own to hold their own property. Some have had to move 
their homes back. 

We did have a few hurricanes on Long Island that did considerable 
damage and brought about a great loss of property and life in that 
portion of the area. These piecemeal jobs that have been done we feel 
will never be the answer to the erosion problem that exists on Long 
Island. We feel it has to be an overall job done by the State, county 
und Federal Governments. We feel that the Federal Government 
participating for a third of the cost, as this bill suggests, would be the 
answer to getting a good job well done covering the entire shoreline 
of Long Island. 

I have two briefs that I would like to submit and not take up your 
time in reading them. One is from the Moriches Inlet Stabilization 
Committee sigued by Captain Osborn, the president of it, and the 
other is a brief from our engineer on our stabilization committee, 
Charles E. Anderson. I would like to submit those two statements 
for the record. 

Mr. Biatrnix. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 

Mastic, N. Y., 
February 18, 1956. 
Subject: Bills H. R. 4470 and H. R. 4701 and related bills. 
Hon, CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 


Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeaAR Mr. BUCKLEY: I write this both as an interested private citizen and as a 
registered professional engineer, representing the Moriches Inlet Stabilization 
Committee, which speaks directly or indirectly for several hundred civic and 
commercial organizations comprising a membership numbered in the thousands. 
I also speak for many private citizens on Long Island, with whom the matter 
has been discussed. 

Presented briefly, are a few facts drawn from our local problems which would, 
in general, apply to other localities. 

1. The appropriation of sufficient Federal funds to aid local governments in 
combating beach erosion in front of private property is a necessary part of an 
overall program. This is important for the preservation of life and property as 
instanced below. 

2. Increases in funds for surveys by the Corps of Engineers, preparatory to 
beach erosion projects is vitally necessary to expedite work in the above category. 
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8. As an example, the following events are cited, relative to the south shore of 
Long Island, N. Y. 

(a) Prior to 1938 the barrier beach protected the mainland, only because of 
natural dunes and sporadic improvements by private owners. The result: Loss 
of 29 lives and millions of dollars in homes, roads, utilities, etc., in the 1938 
hurricane, due to surf and a vast flood within the bays. 

(b) This flood finally found an outlet by bursting through the partially filled 
and eroded channel of Moriches Inlet. 

(c) Had comprehensive steps been previously taken against erosion, the above 
catastrophe could have been prevented. 

(d@) Subsequently, Moriches Inlet provided a safety valve which prevented 
tloods. Due to erosion this inlet finally closed and as new floods threatened the 
south bays from the hurricans of 1953, they were abated only due to the fact that 
partial dredging, financed mainly by the State and local funds, permitted Moriches 
Inlet to again burst through its erosion-choked channel to lower the bay level. 

The above is merely one instance among hundreds which could be cited to prove 
the importance of the bills in question, but in the interest of brevity it is given 
as a more or less typical reason why the bills in question should be given 
favorable attention. 

Proposed or attempted measures to prevent or overcome erosion have been 
hampered by the unwillingness or financial inability of private owners to take the 
necessary steps or join in venture, which, to be effective, must be planned as an 
overall project. Such a project can be successful only if planned and executed 
by or in cooperation with the Federal Government. 

Yours very sincerely, 
CHARLES E. ANDERSON. 


Moricues INLET STABILIZATION COMMITTEE, 
East Moriches, N. Y., February 18, 1956. 


CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
House Public Works Committee, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: Since our organization is dedicated to the permanent stabilization 
of the Moriches Inlet, the matter of legislation making possible the use of public 
funds for antierosion purposes on private property whenever the best interests 
of the public are best served by so doing is of utmost concern to us. We take 
an active part in the study of erosion on Long Island and are convinced that 
Jegislative action of the kind now under consideration is necessary in order that 
the excessive erosion now occurring may be effectively curbed. 

In offsetting the effects of erosion a well-developed plan must integrate such 
items as: 

(a) Further stabilization of some existing inlets. 

(b) Easing of water pressures on inland side of barrier beaches by devel- 
oping new inlets where needed. 

(c) Placement of hydraulic fill on sand-starved and depleted beaches. 

(d@) Construction of jetties at required points to deter the westward lit- 
toral drift, thus assisting the buildup of eastward beaches. 

(e) Channel dredging to provide hydraulic fill which, at the same time, 
creates escape routes for the waters of overfilled bays during times of hurri- 
cane stress. 

In each of the above-cited cases it will, at times, be necessary to use private 
property, thus requiring the aid and consent of the owners involved. It will, 
therefore, be seen that Federal help is necessary in these cases. 

The importance to Long Island of this matter may be better understood by 
pointing out that prior to the time our island became so densely populated the 
loss through erosion, great as it was, did not have the far-reaching and damaging 
potentials that now exist. At that time the loss of our barrier beaches through 
breaching or excessive erosion did not endanger the lives of the residents nor 
did it cause any great financial concern, as it was mostly a matter of moving 
a little farther inland away from the sea as the erosion progressed. No longer 
is this practicable, as our towns and villages are dense in population and the 
value of the property effected is tremendous, which does not lend itself to 
retreat but does greatly increase the hazard to both life and property. 

We sincerely urge your approval of this proposed legislation. 

Very truly yours, 

2. T. Osporn, President. 
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Mr. Srour. I want to thank you gentlemen for this opportunity to 


be here and to say that we urge this bill be acted on. Thank you 
very much. 


Mr. Buatnix. Thank you, Mr. Stout. 

Any questions from my right ! ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Biarnik. From my left ? 

Mr. Warnwricur. Could I add one more thought that has been 
presented by Mr. Robinson of our area? As you know, the destruc- 
tion of the property described by Mr. Stout is something which allows 
a tax deduction each year from an individual’s income tax. Yesterd: ay 
I tried to obtain from the Treasury Department an estimate as to how 
much was lost every year to the U nited States Treasury by the deduc- 
tions of people owning private property claiming deduction due to 
storm loss. I was unable to get the exact amount, but I did obtain 
from them the confirmation of the point I am making that the loss to 
the Federal Treasury is tremendous and a really large deduction is 
taken every year by private individuals. If this program goes into 
effect and counties and municipalities take advantage of the program, 
there would be that stop-loss to the United States Treasury. 

Mr. Biatnix. Thank you very much. 

Now we have our colleague, Mr. Younger. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Youncer. In regard to this bill we have a situation at Half 
Moon Bay in San Mateo C ounty where we have been endeavoring to get 
a breakwater known as Pillar Point. I can illustrate it with this 
picture which shows the erosion which is occurring here, and which 
is gradually eating in, and within a short time is going to cut off Pillar 
Point entirely and isolate it from the mainland. 

Also this illustrates the breakwater proposed. We are trying to get 
funds to complete an engineering study and here is a picture showing 
how the erosion has eaten away the land from a hotel located there at 
Miramar on the beach. 

I would like to read into the record a statement by Captain Trail 
of the United States Army engineers. He completed a survey of the 
storm damage on the coast side i in the recent storms and he reported 
that there is considerable erosion which occured on both sides of Pillar 
Point. He announce ed a strip of land more than 400 feet in length 
and from 35 to 75 feet wide was on the verge of slipping into the bay, 
and that another heavy rainstorm might cause that slide. He in- 
spected the beach also at El Grenada and estimated nearly 50 percent 
of the bluff had vanished into the ocean, caused by the recent heav 
seas, and that the landowners had lost approximately 6 acres of good, 
tillable soil. All of that is occurring because the breakwater which 
was once authorized way back in 1945 or so, had funds appropriated to 
comvlete the engineering study in 1950, and then at the outbreak of 
the Korean episode the President impounded all of those funds, as you 
gentlemen know. Later the Congress rescinded the appropri iation of 
funds where work had not actually started. Now we have to start 
all over again to get the funds to complete the engineering study. 
That is what we are after, but here we are losing 6 or 7 acres of fine 
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soil every year in that bay due to the erosion. I think it should be 
stopped and I just w ranted to read into the record that we are deeply 
interested in our area in this bill and hope that the committee will 
favorably report it. 

Mr. Bratnrx. Thank you very much. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Younger, do you have any idea as to what por- 
tion of that property along the bay is publicly owned, as compared 
to privately owned ¢ 

Mr. Youncer. It is all priv ately owned. 

Mr. Cramer. All privately ? 

Mr. Youncer. As far as I know there is no public property in 
there at all. 

Mr. Cramer. No street ends, or public beaches ? 

Mr. Youncer. Oh, well, there may be a street end or two in there, 
but as far as I know there is no public property there. 

Mr. Cramer. Are there any roads in the area that are being jeop- 
ardized by this erosion ? 

Mr. Youncer. No. The highway is about 2 blocks back, although 
it is gradually eating in. They have relocated that road and moved 
it back toward the hill another 2 or 3 blocks and just opened up the 
new highway last year. 

Mr. Cramer. Then your position is you feel the Federal Govern- 
ment should participate to the extent of one-third of the cost of erosion 
control for os privately owned property ¢ 

Mr. Youncer. Yes, sir. I think if they do not build the breakwater 
here—these people have the hotel and invested their money in the hotel, 
with steps going down to the beach. They have lost over 15 feet 
of their property now and the steps to the beach come out and go 
down instead of going down on the side of the hill; they are out free 
and open. Eventually they will have to go to the expense of building 
new steps down to the beach. 

Mr. Cramer. I wanted to make sure that was the import ef your 
testimony. 

Mr. Youncer. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you. 

Mr. Younger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatnix. Next will be our colleague, Mr. Becker. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK J. BECKER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Becker. In reference to the provisions of the bill introduced 
by my colleague, Mr. Auchincloss, and known as H. R. 4470, I believe 
it is extremely vital that planning as well as action take place as 
quickly as possible for the purpose of preventing the further erosion 
of the shorelines of our country. As this particularly affects the 
erosion of the shores of Long Island and where work has been accom- 
a and still much more necessary for the protection of public 
lands, if this does not apply to private property as well, more and 
more ‘damage will occur, and publie property will be affected and de- 
stroyed. Provisions of this bill providing for the cost to be shared 
by the Federal, State, and local governments, as well as the property 
owner, will divide the burden of cost in the direction of the benefits. 
to be received. 
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There has been much specific testimony offered favoring this legisla- 
tion, and I, therefore, wish to support the efforts to pass legislation 
so badly needed. 


Mr. Buarnix. Thank you. 

Mr. Biarnik. We have several other statements from our colleagues 
which I would like to put im the record at this point. We have a 
statement in support of H. R. 4470 from the following : 


The Honorable Richard E. Lankford from the Fifth District of 
Maryland; 


A statement in support by the Honorable Charles A. Boyle from 
Illinois; 

A similar statement by the Honorable Horace Seely-Brown, Jr., 
of the Second District of Connecticut ; 

A statement from Gentlewoman Ruth Thompson of the State of 
Michigan, which we will incorporate in the record following the testi- 
mony of the other members. We are aware that many members who 
had ‘asked to appear personally find there are conflicts with other 
meetings and they have asked that they be permitted to submit state- 
ments later on, so without objection we will announce that there are 
10 additional days for any members to file statements of their own, 
or of witnesses, in the record. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statements of Mr. Lankford, Mr. Boyle, Mr. Seely-Brown, 
Miss Thompson, and others are as follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN RICHARD E. LANKFORD 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present my views on H. R. 
4470, which I understand is designed to authorize Federal participation in the 
cost of protecting the shores of publicly and privately owned property. I am 
very familiar with this problem since a large portion of the beach area of 
Maryland is in the Fifth Congressional District, of which I have the honor to 
represent. 

In one beach area five to ten feet of shoreline is being lost each year as a 
result of severe storms. This rapidly disappearing shoreline has reached the 
alarming stage and immediate action is needed to put a stop to it. 

The cost of necessary beach erosion protective measures is too large for 
private citizens to absorb. Therefore, I feel the Federal Government should 
assume its rightful responsibility in such cases and without further delay 
establish adequate warning devices and emergency and permanent protective 
works. H. R. 4470, as I understand it, would authorize Federal participation in 
the cost of protecting our shoreline and I, therefore, urge its immediate passage. 
I have been informed by landowners in the shore area of my district that they 
are ready to cooperate in any way they can with Federal, State and local units 
to provide whatever is necessary for the preservation of our shoreline. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN CHARLES A, BOYLE 


Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, it is a real pleasure to have 
this opportunity to direct a few remarks into the record in support of H. R. 
4470, which provides for Federal aid to assist in paying the cost of projects, 
initiated by State or political subdivisions, for the purpose of preventing damage 
from erosion to public and private property, whereas the present law applies 
only to publie property. 

I consider that it is entirely proper to extend this Federal aid to a privately 
owned shore property, and that it is vitally important to do so. Actually it is a 
matter of prudence in applying full protective measures to all of the beaches and 
shores rather than to isolated sections of these facilities. 

The Corps of Engineers has long been interested in beach and shore problems 
and has been actively engaged in seeking solutions to them for many years. 
Thus, General R. A. Wheeler, Chief of Engineers, was speaking with authority 
when he addressed the American Shore and Beach Preservation Association on 
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March 21, 1946. General Wheeler’s remarks, spoken 10 years ago, are still 
pertinent : 

“By far the major portion of our shorelines, and certainly, with a few excep- 
tions, the presently most desirable beach areas are held in private ownership. 
Entirely aside from questions of restricted public usage and development asso- 
ciated with private ownership there is the problem of conserving privately owned 
beaches. 

“You are all familiar with the example of one owner protecting his beach to 
the detriment of his adjoining neighbors. The best intentions in the world 
cannot prevent this condition at present. Beaches occur as physical units, not 
as subdivided lots, and unless and until protection is provided on the physica! 
unit base we shall continue to suffer.” 

The beach and shore problem is particularly acute in my own State of Illinois 
along Lake Michigan, and especially in the Chicago area. Beginning about 1949 
and reaching a peak during the 1951-52 period, conditions affecting the lake were 
such that this became a time of alarming damage to the beaches and shores and 
to nearby property, especially private homes. In 1952 the Corps of Engineers 
surveyed the total property damage resulting from erosion and inundation during 
a 1-year period from the spring of 1951 to the spring of 1952. The Corps re- 
ported damage along the Illinois shore of Lake Michigan estimated at $11,288,000 
for the period. Damage to the entire Lake Michigan area was reported at 
$30,644,000. There can be no question that the people in the affected areas are 
deeply concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to make an observation. With all our advanced 
engineering and technological methods of dealing with such problems, with our 
modern propensity for positive action where merited, with our generally enlight- 
ened attitude toward progress, all combined with our knowledge of the wisdom 
of conservation, may I repeat that it is entirely proper and prudent to adopt the 
peliey reflected in this proposal. 





STATEMENT BY HorACE SEELY-Brown, Jr., MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SECOND 
CoNNECTICUT DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I wish to be recorded in 
favor of H. R. 4470 and H. R. 31, and of any substitute bill which may be drafted 
to combine the important principles of both. 

Nine towns of my district are on the Connecticut shore of Long Island Sound. 
During the summer season the population of these towns is increased by as much 
as 400 percent, by those who come from inland places in my State and many other 
States_to enjoy the pleasant living afforded by a summer at the shore. 

During the past 17 years, this area, along with other portions of the Atlantic 
coast, has been visited by seven hurricanes and storms, most of which have 
caused serious damage, alike to public works and to private property of all 
descriptions. 

For the past 10 years, serious attempts have been in progress to abate future 
damage from such causes, by the timely construction of protective works. Local 
interests have had the assistance of the government of the State of Connecticut, 
and, under the provisions of an act authorizing Federal participation in the 
cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned property, of the Corps of En- 
gineers of the United States Army. Some progress has been made, but much 
remains to be done. 

The bills introduced by Mr. Auchincloss, and now before the committee, will 
assist in removing the most serious obstacle to further protective work, by per- 
mitting the cooperation of local interests and the State and Federal governments 
in executing approved plans for preventing erosion of the beaches and the tidal 
flooding of lands on the shore. 

This legislation is urgently needed because it provides a new and practicable 
interpretation of public policy, and permits the limited participation of the 
Federal Government in what must be a completely cooperative undertaking to 
hold back the sea at every point where it endangers the proper use of our beaches 
and shore. 

In Connecticut, as in Massachusetts and New Jersey, the State owns the fore- 
shores, the area between mean high water and low water of every beach, so 
that in reality there are no private beaches in these States. Since erosion 
takes the foreshores first, then takes the land of the abutting property owners, 
the State has a reasonable responsibility in preserving all beaches. Since the 
Federal Government already is cooperating with the States and their political 
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subdivisions in protecting publicly owned beaches, such cooperation properly 
should be extended to preserving the foreshores abutting and forming a part of 
the beaches. 

The proposed legislation limits the participation of the Federal Government 
to one-third of the cost of each project, and requires the approval by the Chief 
of Engineers of the Army of each project, as well as authorizing the Chief of 
Engineers to make such investigations and studies as may be required. 

I believe that this legislation is in the national interest, and I respectfully 
urge its favorable consideration by your committee. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February-18,.1956. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: May I express my interest in favorable consideration by 
your committee of H. R. 4470 and similar bills, amending Public Law 727 of the 
79th Congress. Pleuse enter my endorsement as a matter of record in hearings 
scheduled before your committee on February 20 and 21, 1956. 

My constituency, the ninth District of Michigan, has 7 counties bordering on 
Lake Michigan. Abnormally high water levels in the Great Lakes have aggra- 
vated beach erosion problems in these counties in recent years. Millions of 
dollars in damages have been sustained by community and private property 
owners. Although levels have receded somewhat, these erosion problems still 
exist and their solution requires the financial stimulus provided by the above 
legislation. 

H. R. 4470 laudably proposes to authorize Federal participation in the cost 
of protecting private as well as public shore property. It appears that authori- 
zations approved under this measure will be thoroughly screened and in the 
public interest. The principle involved has much merit and is in keeping with 
the basic policy of Public Law 727. I am confident that your committee can 
implement this principle by establishing adequate criteria for Federal par- 
ticipation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rutn THOMPSON. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 21, 1956. 


THE CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
HousE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed is a copy of a statement of my views 
on H. R. 4479, one of the bills upon which your committee held hearings earlier 
this week. 

I had hoped to appear personally before the committee, but was unable to 
do so. 

I would appreciate it, therefore, if you would have my statement made a part 
of the printed hearings on the subject. 

Thanking you for this and past courtesies, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
AIME J. Foranp, M. C. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I heartily favor enactment of 
legislation to amend the act entitled “An act authorizing Federal participation 
in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned property,” approved August 
13, 1946 (33 U. S. C., sec. 426e) to broaden its application to private property 
as well as public property, and introduced a bill H. R. 4479, for that purpose 
on February 28, 1955. 

Experience has shown that private property adjoining public’ property on 
which protective work has been done is subjected to greater damage by water 
deflected from the protective work than is the case where no such work was 
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done, Yet our shores must be protected, and I feel, therefore, that both public 
and private property should be treated alike. 

I believe also that consideration should be given to the protection of shore 
property that is damaged by tidal flood waves caused by hurricanes and that 
the legislation should not be restricted to ordinary damage to our shoreline. 

I have in mind, particularly, a section in East Providence, in my district, 
that*has been hard hit by hurricanes in the last few years. 

Here several property owners have had to spend enormous sums of money to 
reinforce, and many times to rebuild, their land because much of their land 
has been washed away by tides and hurricane tidal flood waves. In some 
cases houses were undermined and stood precariously perched on their founda- 
tion and even some parts of these were washed away. 

I sincerely hope, Mr. Chairman, that your committee will report out favorably 
a bill that will incorporate my suggestions as set forth in H. R, 4479. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ALBERT W. CRETELLA 


Mr. Chairman, I speak in support of H. R. 4470 introduced by Mr. Auchincloss 
to amend the act authorizing Federal participation in the cost of protecting 
shores of publicly owned property. This legislation would provide that Federal! 
contributions be made for shore erosion projects on privately owned property, 
the Federal share not to exceed one-third the entire cost of the project and 
the remaining costs to be borne by the State or municipality. 

In my State of Connecticut, the strong forces of nature have continually and 
progressively denuded our miles of shores. Although this damage should have 
been checked long ago, it is only recently that authorization and appropriations 
were made by Congress to provide for Federal participation in some of these 
urgent. projects. In my district, work is scheduled or underway on many public 
beaches in Milford, Hammonassett, and Guilford Harbor. In addition, the United 
States Corps of Engineers has recommended in their report this year that 
Federal contributions be made for Light House Point Park, a municipally owned 
park in New Haven. Out of the many areas in my district which have been 
studied by the engineers, this was the only area recommended for Federal funds 
this year. Other beaches were declared ineligible for Federal participation 
because they are privately owned. I have particular reference to the many 
fine beaches which are gradually being washed away in the East Haven area, 
Momauguin, Silver Sands, West Silver Sands, Shell Beach, Morgan Point, these 
being only a few, and by merely mentioning them by name I do not intend to 
exelude the others in my area. 

The shoreline in this area has been eroded and denuded as badly as any other 
in the State or on any body of water for that matter and the property owners are 
faced with substantial decrease in values of their properties. 

In spite of the fact that local interests in the area have made tremendous 
efforts to become eligible for State aid, they, nevertheless, remain ineligible for 
Federal participation. In my State, the erosion boards have been set up by 
many districts and localities where erosion has menaced the shorelines and 
deereased the values of property, and our State legislature, by law, has given 
to these commissions, acting for and in behalf of their respective towns, the 
authority to petition the State for participation in funds made available by the 
State on a matching basis. 

The town of East Haven has formed erosion districts and it has already 
appropriated $220,000 toward this end. 

There is a crying need for assistance on this very important matter. I, 
personally, made a tour of most of the beaches in my area and can attest to the 
fact that terriffic damage is being done because of the failure of the Government 
to make adequate provision for protective measures to protect the shorelines. 1 
have personally seen, over the course of years, the shifting of beaches and the 
total destruction of beautiful homes by the devastating forces of nature. 

H. R. 4470, which the Army Engineers support, would be to the benefit of 
private shore owners where the towns and the States have reached a decision 
on the program for setting aside tax revenues for matching with Federal funds. 
It is my hope that the committee will give serious thought and study to this 
legislation, which would certainly be of great assistance to the thousands of 
shorefront owners who in Connecticut are continually faced with the forces of 
tides, hurricanes, and storms on their property. 
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TESTIMONY OF D. R. (Bitty) MatrHews, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, EIGHTH DISTRICT 
OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of testifying for H. R. 4470. As 
you know, the main purpose of the bill is to provide authorization for payment 
of Federal funds for protection of beaches both privately and publicly owned. 
The State would pay two-thirds of the cost, and the Federal Government would 
pay the remaining one-third. 

| know there is some objection to this legislation, because it is proposed that 
Federal funds will be used for privately owned beaches as well as public beaches. 
We are not establishing a precedent in this legislation, however, and as an illus- 
tration, we voted just recently, and we should have, I believe, for our citizens 
who suffered damage to private property because of the recent hurricane damage 
in the eastern part of our country. 

This bill assures a joint Federal-State responsibility. Beach erosion projects, 
after being initiated by State or political subdivisions, for the purpose of pre- 
venting damage from erosion, on public and private property, may, within the 
limits of the law, be eligible for Federal aid. 

All of Florida is particularly interested in this legislation because of our 
lengthy coastline. I have much valuable property in my district which is threat- 
ened with destruction because of beach erosion. I believe this bill will help 
all of our States with coastlines to solve the ever-increasing problem of beach 
erosion. I hope this bill will be reported by your committee and will be passed 
by Congress. 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE EMANUEL CELLER AND REPRESENTATIVE ABRAHAM 
J. MULTER 


Mr. Chairman, the problem of the erosion of our beaches is not new. Some 
of our shores have been subject to continuous erosion throughout the period of 
recorded history. State and local governments have attempted to deal with 
the problem of erosion control. In the past years, however, it became abun- 
dantly clear that help from the Federal Government was necessary, and in 
1946 a law was passed authorizing Federal participation in the cost of protecting 
the shores of publicly owned property. H. R. 3093 and H. R. 6205 would extend 
this aid to privately owned property as well. 

Many of us remember the hurricane of 1938 and the storm of September 1944, 
but all of us well recall the storm of November 1953 and that veritable holocaust 
of hurricanes in 1954 and 1955: Carol, Edna, Hazel, Connie, and Diane. In 
each year following 1938, a substantial part of the budget of each of the villages 
that make up the Great South Bay of Long Island, had to be devoted to hurri- 
cane and erosion protection projects. Experience has demonstrated, however, 
that no community has the resources to furnish complete protection against 
the ravages of the ocean and the destruction of storms. The exposed condition 
of these communities demonstrates beyond question the imperative, compelling 
necessity of immediate short-term protective measures, as well as a long-term 
program to preserve the existence of the beaches involved. 

The extremely short intervals between the hurricanes of 1954, caused shatter- 
ing losses to public and private property. Before the debris of one storm could 
be cleared away, another followed, and successive evacuations from the commu- 
nities had to be ordered by the Coast Guard. In computing losses, it was found 
to be impossible to distinguish between the damage caused by one storm as dif- 
ferentiated from another. Similar experiences were encountered during Hurri- 
eanes Connie and Diane of 1955. 

The problem continues inexorably. On January 27, 1956, in the wake of the 
January storms, the Fire Island Erosion Control Committee stated as follows 
in a letter to the Suffolk County Board of Supervisors: “In view of the severe 
damage caused by recent storms we wish to reiterate to the board the immediacy 
of our need for beach feeding and dune rebuilding if we are to prevent a catastro- 
phe. Houses in several communities are now undermined and the properties, 
together with the houses behind them are in danger of being destroyed in the 
next storm tide. There are several places where breakthroughs are imminent.” 

In any discussion of this area, it is important to consider the need for improve- 
ment of Fire Island Inlet. This inlet provides the only means for boats of 
reasonable draft to enter the Great South Bay. Commercial fishing vessels 
must make daily trips to and from the Atlantic Ocean via the inlet, and the 
skippers of these vessels have had to contend with the hazardous conditions 
encountered in the inlet as a result of the constant shoaling which has taken 
place during the last few years. It is difficult to tell the number of fishing men 
actually affected by Fire Island Inlet. A fair estimate of persons wholly or 
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partially dependent upon fish and fish only, which are transported through the 
inlet, is well over 3,000 persons. While we are on the subject of these fishing 
vessels, it is well to remember that this fishing fleet was used in he defense of 
our country, as demonstrated during World War Il. Because the Navy felt 
that these vessels could be advantageously used as an advance guard against 
enemy submarines, it supplied each vessel with sealed radiotelephones to be used 
if and when suspicious craft were sighted. In this manner the fisherman gave 
important information to the Coast Guard and the Navy, and, in 1 case, 1 such 
ship saved some 20 persons from a watery grave when their cargo ship was 
torpedoed by the enemy. 

Although we are not now involved in a shooting war and our hopes are pledged 
to continued peace, one look at the world situation and the menace posed by the 
Soviet Union, brings immediately to mind the problem of civil defense. If there 
were to be an attack on the metropolitan area of New York City, the Great 
South Bay area could care for evacuees by the thousands and give them shelter. 

jut, if motor transportation were disrupted and railroads rendered impotent, 
it would be waterborne vehicles to which we would have to turn for supplies; 
medical, food, clothing, fuel, etc., and Fire Island Inlet is the entrance to the 
Great South Bay. 

The south shore of Long Island is the only coastline enjoyed by the State of 
New York. Its natural advantages should be maintained, and it should be the 
responsibility of both the State and Federal Government to maintain all natural 
channels that can accommodate craft of any reasonable size, for the protectioa 
of life and property. 

When speaking of Long Island, most people are inclined to overlook the fact 
that while the counties of Queens and Kings (coterminous with the Boroughs of 
Queens and Brooklyn) are wholly within the city of New York, they nevertheless 
geographically are also wholly within Long Island. 

The same storms and the same ocean waters that cause damage along the 
southern shores of Long Island, which are part of Nassau-Suffolk Counties, also 
cause tremendous damage to Manhattan Beach, Brighton Beach, Coney Island, 
and Sea Gate. All of those places also are part of Long Island. 

During World War II the United States Government maintained important 
military installations in Manhattan Beach and in Sea Gate. Large training 
stations were maintained in Manhattan Beach. 

The United States Coast Guard maintained very important installations at 
Manhattan Beach. 

Land-based military installations, coast artillery gun emplacements, and anti- 
submarine installations were maintained in Sea Gate because it is directly 
at the mouth of the entrance to New York harbor. It provided military and 
defensive installations in aid of Fort Hamilton and Fort Wadsworth. It isa 
convenient line of direct communication with Fort Hamilton, which is across 
from it on Gravesend Bay, and with Fort Wadsworth, which is opposite it 
on the Narrows. The United States still maintains a radar and fire control 
station in Sea Gate, as well as a lighthouse at Norton’s Point in Sea Gate. All 
of these areas require the protection which this bill would help provide. 

As is obvious from the above, it is impossible to separate, in consideration of 
the problem of erosion control, the losses incurred by publicly owned or privately 
owned property. Both are involved equally in the same storms. H. R. 3093 
and H. R. 6205, and many other similar bills, recognized this fact in their pro- 
visions. Passage of this legislation is vital to our own national interest. 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded to us by the committee to submit this 
statement in support of these bills. 





House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is with reference to H. R. 4470, a bill now being 
considered by your Subcommittee on River and Harbors. 

In view of the urgent need to cope with the beach-erosion problem, and in 
view of the favorable report rendered on this measure by the Army engineers, 
I strongly urge that your committee give the bill its favorable consideration. 

I should also appreciate it if my endorsement of H. R. 4470 be made a part of 
the hearing record. 

With kind regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES 8S. GUBSER. 
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STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE HAROLD C. OSTERTAG, OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Chairman, while I have joined in sponsoring this legislation, and am in 
sympathy with its objectives, I should like to point out two aspects of the general 
problem which the legislation does not take into account. 

First of all, the application.ef this program, if it is enacted into law, would 
be limited or prohibited in NewYork State and in many other States by pro- 
visions in State constitutions which prevent the use of State funds in aid of a 
private purpose. Unless such barriers are surmounted at the State level, many 
States will be unable to take advantage of the program. 

I have been requested by the Lake Ontario Land Development and Beach 
Protection Association of Rochester, N. Y., to register its disapproval of this 
legislation unless the benefits are available to all private property, without the 
restrictions recommended by the Corps of Engineers. I am in accord with this 
objective if it is financially and administratively feasible, although it is again 
relevant to note that the constitutional barrier would have to be overcome in 
New York State before private landowners on the lakeshore could benefit. At 
the same time, since they, and other New York State taxpayers, would beur the 
major share of the costs of such a program, they should not be denied access to its 
benefits, if they so desire, and the constitutional problem can be met. 

The second consideration which I hope the committee will take into account 
has to do with hydroelectric power projects on waters coming within the pur- 
view of this legislation. I believe it should be clearly spelled out that this 
legislation would in no way relieve such entities of responsibility for protection 
and indemnity of shore owners, where erosion or damage is caused by such 
projects and responsibility under existing law rests upon them. 


STATEMENT BY Hen: JAMES J. DELANEY 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to submit a brief satement in 
support of H. R. 4622, identical with H. R. 4470, which was introduced by my 
friend and a distinguished member of your committee, Mr. Auchincloss. 

Shore erosion has long been a serious problem in all the coastal areas of the 
country. Erosion, coupled with the devastating hurricanes of recent years, has 
created a critical situation along the entire eastern seaboard. Disaster has 
already struck many communities along the Atlantic coast, and future disasters 
threaten. 

It is no news to any of the members of this committee that shore protection 
projects are expensive—prohibitively so in most instances where the cost must 
be borne solely by the States, counties, and local communities. Yet, at the pres- 
ent time, Federal financial participation is limited by law to projects involving 
publicly owned shores. 

It has been stressed by many who have appeared before you that the ocean 
does not distinguish between publicly and privately owned shores. If the ocean 
eats away a sizable section of privately owned shore, any adjacent property 
publicly owned will become vulnerable, even if extensive protective jetties or 
other devices exist. Protection. must«be-on an area or regional basis if it is 
to be effective. 

It is for this purpose that I have introduced H. R. 4622, which would author- 
ize Federal participation in the financing of projects to protect the shores of 
privately as well as publicly owned property. I believe that existing legislation 
is not sufficient to meet the threat which confronts our coasts, and I feel that 
it shovld be supplemented by the proposed amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, we often arrive at some understanding of a problem through 
personal experience. 

For some 30 years I have been a summer resident of Fire Island, N. Y., about 
which you have previously heard testimony. During those years I have seen 
the ocean encroach further and further upon the island and line after line of 
protective dunes washed away, until now the island is literally dependent for 
its existence upon the mercy of the ocean, a body not noted for the quality of 
mercy. 

I am thinking now not so much in terms of Fire Island as I am of Long 
Island, a large part of which is protected from the ocean by the Fire Island 
barrier reef. If the ocean seriously breaches Fire Island, Long Island will be in 
great danger. Water levels will rise in the Great South Bay and in other bays 

confronting Long Island, erosion of the south shore of the island will begin, 
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and the south shore eventually will be exposed to the direct fury of ocean storms 
which will inflict massive destruction. 

Housing a large portion of the city’s working population, Long Island has 
become vitally important to New York City. Furthermore, Long Island is 
important to the whole country, since valuable military installations and de- 
fense plants are located there. 

Protection of Fire Island is imperative for the proetction of Long Island. 
Yet, because most of its shore is net »publiely yewned, such protection cannot 
be developed, as New York State, Suffolk County &nd the townships involved are 
not able to finance the necessary protective projects without the Federal aid 
which the proposed legislation would make possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not making a special plea for Fire Island or Long Island. 
My purpose is to use them as an illustration of a need which, as a result of 
personal observation, I know to exist. I am aware that similar needs also exist 
elsewhere along our coasts. 

1 hope the committee will report favorably on H. R. 4622 and the similar bills. 
I am convinced that this would be in the national interest. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT HALE, MEMBER OF CoNnGRESS FROM THE First MAINE 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman, I appear here today in behalf of H. R. 4519 which I introduced. 
This and similar bills now pending before your committee are designed to meet a 
situation which exists in all our coastal States, on the two oceans, the Gulf of 
Mexico, and the lakes. This is the situation caused by the erosion of the shore- 
line in great storms from which no part of the country is free. In the last two 
seasons, the Atlantic coast has been battered by a succession of hurricanes. I 
know that your committee has been furnished with abundant photographic evi- 
dence of what these storms do, but most of you will be aware from personal ex- 
perience of the damage caused by beach erosion. 

Under present law (Public Law 727 of the 79th Cong.) the Federal Government 
ean build dams, bulkheads, seawalls, and other sustaining works only for the 
protection of lands publicly owned. These bills enable the Federal Government 
to participate in protective measures for privately owned property when the Fed- 
eral Government’s share of the cost shal) not exceed one-third of the total. I 
believe that some legislation of this kind ‘is«necessary if our shorelines are to be 
preserved ; because private individuals cannot afford to sustain the cost of these 
protective structures. Needless to say most of our shorelines are privately owned. 

I might talk about damage in my own district but I don’t think it is necessary 
to cite special instances. Any sandy shore is especially vulnerable and from 
Portland, Maine, to Key West, speaking of the Atlantic coast only, sandy stretches 
predominate. Defense of our continent against the onslaughts of the oceans and 
of the Great Lakes is certainly as appropriately a public function as the defense of 
our country against human enemies. 

It is believed that H. R. 4519 contains provisions which adequately safeguard 
the Treasury against any possible abuse of its provisions. 

I therefore earnestly hope that this committee will report my bill favorably 
to the House. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harboms of the Committee on Public Works in support of H. R. 4470, the bill 
introduced by our distinguished colleague, James Auchincloss. 

H. R. 4470 and the similar bills now pending before your committee have but 
one purpose—to allow the use of Federal funds for establishing protective 
measures against shore erosion to privately owned property. 

These bills and this purpose merit your favorable consideration. 

This committee is far more familiar than I with the total destructive force 
of beach erosion throughout the entire United States along the thousands of miles 
of shoreline. But I should like to call your particular attention to just 4 photo- 
graphs which more graphically than words depict the damage toll of beach 
erosion to the Lake Erie shoreline of the 23d Congressional District—a line that 
extends from Cleveland across Lakewood, Rocky’River, and Bay Village to the 
Cuyahoga-Lorain County line, a distance of approximately 5 miles. 
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The cost to the individual property owners to prevent the destruction portrayed 
in these pictures is prohibitive, and unless there is outside assistance to help these 
private property owners, the land will in all probability eventually become a 
public waste. 

At this time, I have a bill pending before your committee, H. R. 4524, which 
would provide for the construction of a breakwall along this Lake Erie shoreline 
from Cleveland to the Cuyahoga-Lorain County line—a breakwall that would 
provide the protection necessary to arrest the erosion pictured in the photographs 
you have just seen. The Army, however, refuses to survey the project because 
of the lack of authority which the Auchincloss bill would establish. 

I am certain that other areas, including the areas so ably represented by 
Chairman Blatnik whose congressional district borders on Lake Superior, and 
Congressman Auchincloss whose district borders on the Atlantic Ocean, have 
projects equally as meritorious as the Lake Erie breakwall I propose. But, as 
you know, these projects need the assistance of H. R. 4470. 

I respectfully urge this committee to disregard certain sections of the Army 
report that would have the effect of destroying this bill and approve H. R. 4470 
as introduced. 


TESTIMONY OF CHARLES E. BENNETT, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify here today in favor of 
H. R. 4470, introduced and sponsored by our distinguished and beloved colleague 
from New Jersey, Mr. Auchincloss. I am wholeheartedly and enthusiastically 
in favor of H. R. 4470. Its enactment would be a tremendous help to the dis- 
trict which I represent on our serious beach erosion problem. 

The present governing statute, Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress, provides 
that Federal assistance in works against beach erosion shall be given only where 
the shore above the high-water line is owned by a State, municipality, or other 
publie subdivision. In Florida, property down to the high-water mark is usually 
privately owned. Federal assistance in beach-erosion works in Florida is thus 
excluded under present Federal law unless the property adjacent to the beach 
happens to be owned by the State or one of its subdivisions. I submit that this 
requirement is too strict, and that it excludes from assistance many serious 
beach-erosion problems whose solution is in the public interest. 

As an illustration of the public interest in the solution of these problems, I 
would like to give you a brief explanation of the problem along our Duval County 
beaches. Despite private ownership of most of the beach land in Duval County 
there is a strong public interest in defending against beach erosion along these 
shores, just as strong a public interest as along shores which meet the technical 
requirements of Public Law 727 as to public ownership. 

In the first place, our beaches are public beaches open to public enjoyment for 
all purposes including swimming, sunbathing, fishing, athletics, ete. This is 
because the beaches in Florida between high- and low-water marks are owned 
by the State. One of the purposes of Public Law 727 cited in section 1 of that 
bill is “promoting and encouraging the healthful recreation of the people.’” 
Beach-erosion measures which preserve our beaches carry out this purpose de- 
spite the technicalities of property ownership above the high-water mark. Inci- 
dentally, the area of the beaches in Duval County is usually several hundred feet 
between high- and low-water marks. 

The second reason why there is a strong public interest in our beaches is that 
they are used by automobiles as a highway supplementary to those constructed 
by public funds. I have seen cars drive along these natural roadways five 
abreast. To the extent that the beaches are used in this way, they are imbued 
with a public interest within the spirit of Federal beach erosion legislatfon. 

Third, there are a number of highways in Florida which are of strategic and 
defense importance, but which cannot be protected from the ravages of beach 
erosion under the narrow technical requirements of present law. Among these 
are highways used in connection with the following Florida military installations : 
Eglin Air Force Base, Tyndall Air Force Base, Patrick Air Force Base, naval 
air station, Pensacola, and the Overseas Highway giving access to Key West 
Naval Station. In Duval County there are similar endangered highways sepa- 
rated from the sea by thin: strips of privately owned land. By broadening the 
public-interest requirement, these important highways could be protected against 
beach erosion. 

Fourth, there is a public interest in protecting against the economic losses of 
beach floods, regardless of the nature of ownership in the strip of land imme- 
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diately above the high-water mark. The masses of population in beach com- 
munities are just as much endangered when the strip at the high-water mark is 
privately owned as when it is publicly owned. The Duval County beaches com- 
munities have recently been through two emergencies arising out of heavy wind- 
storms and the onslaught of resulting waves against the high ground and sea- 
walls. On these occasions there was considerable economic loss. It is not certain 
that it would be possible to avert greater disasters in the future. 

Hurricanes occur near the autumnal equinox, at which time I am advised tides 
can be expected to be extra high. With the water thus held high, waves of 
hurricane force can do considerable damage, and I fear that unless steps are 
taken to bolster our defenses against the sea, we may someday suffer a break- 
through which will flood these beach communities. This would result in a 
tragedy similar to those suffered recently by northeastern and western 
communities. 

If my estimate of the mood of my colleagues is accurate, we are not going to 
let this session pass without strengthening our defenses against such disasters. 
Bliminating the public-ownership requirement would be one way whereby we can 
take preventive action against flood disasters. 

We are not contemplating any public-ownership requirement in connection 
with. proposals relating to fresh-water floods; there is no reason why there 
should be such a requirement in legislation to protect against salt-water floods. 

There are adequate safeguards in H. R. 4470 against use of Federal beach- 
erosion funds for other than public purposes. The most important is the require- 
ment that the projects to be assisted must be initiated by and partially financed 
by States or their political subdivisions. It is my understanding that almost all 
States have procedures under which taxpayers may enjoin expenditure of public 
funds for private purposes. In any event, it seems that the political realitics 
would assure that local governing bodies would not commit public funds unless a 
substantial segment of the public is to be benefited. 

The second safeguard is the high percentage of contributions required from 
the local governing unit, which must pay two-thirds of the construction cost to 
one-third to be borne by the Federal Government. By the local government pay- 
ing such a preponderant portion of the cost, we are certainly, in my opinion, 
assured that it would not undertake a project which does not serve a very sub- 
stantial public purpose. 

As a matter of fact, I feel that this assurance could be given by a lesser 
participation by the local communities than this required two-thirds. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I earnestly request the favorable consid- 
eration by this subcommittee of H. R. 4470. Thank you very much for per- 
mitting me to testify here today. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. WILLIAM C. CRAMER OF FLORIDA, MEMBER OF THE RIVERS AND 
HARBORS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS 


After listening attentatively to the testimony of all witnesses before the Rivers 
and Harbors Subcommittee of the Public Works Committee, I am more thor- 
oughly convinced than ever before that a more realistic approach to Federal 
participation in beach-erosion control projects is essential if the admitted ob- 
jective and purpose of such control is to be accomplished. Previous acts—as has 
been clearly demonstrated by the testimony before the committee—provide no 
protection for private property and clearly do not provide adequate protection 
for public property, the latter being a well-accepted duty of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

The vast majority of the witnesses appearing before the committee urgently 
requested a favorable report on H. R. 4470, introduced by my distinguished 
colleague, Mr. Auchincloss, of New Jersey, which provides in effect for Federal 
aid to the present matching formula of one-third Federal contribution for any 
approved beach-erosion control project and that the contribution should apply 
to private as well as public lands. 

The Army engineers in their testimony indicated that it was their belief that 
any contribution should have some connection, either directly or indirectly, with 
the protection of public property. 

Prior to this time I had introduced H. R. 5363 entitled “An act to provide for 
the protection of public property near the shores of the United States from 
damage by waves and currents,” which has as its purpose what I believe to be 
a realistic and reasonable compromise approach, if such a compromise becomes 
necessary, to one of the most serious problems facing many areas of our country 
where beach erosion or the threat thereof, exists. 
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Under recent legislation concerning this subject matter of beach erosion, 
including Public Law 520, 7ist Congress (1930) ; Public Law 409, 74th Congress 
(1935) ; Public Law 166, 79th Congress (1945) and Public Law 727, 79th Congress 
(1946), the Federal Government participates, upon a finding by the Beach 
Erosion Board of public interest being involved, to the extent of one-third of 
that portion of the cost of the project allocable solely to the protection of Federal, 
State, municipal, and other publicly owned property that abut immediately upon 
the water. The result of the present legislation is, therefore, that?in* many 
instances the Federal participation is inconsequential and obviously does not 
accomplish the purpose intended by Congress, i. e., that the Federal Government 
should make reasonable contributions in beach-erosion projects where public 
property is involved, in threatened beach-erosion areas. For instance, to take 
a specific example, there was approved by the Beach Erosion Board, and the 
United States Army engineers, and by the last session of Congress, the Pinellas 
County, Fla., project, at a total estimated cost of $717,350, of which the Federal 
share is $34,300, and which is unquestionably justified in that the cost benefit 
ratio of the total $25 million project is 4.2. Due to the minimal amount of 
publicly owned property that immediately fronts on the shore, it is seen that the 
Federal contribution is only approximately 5 percent. 

To further substantiate the fact that there is no question of justification of this 
project, from the standpoint of the existence of a storm and erosion threaf,,the 
report to the Public Works Committee shows that 19 storms struck the general 
area between 1901 and 1950, inclusive, resulting in an average loss by annual 
erosion damage of $112,400. During the last 4-year period the area involved 
has increased tremendously in value, in that millions of dollars in improvements 
have taken place. 

Thus, under the present formula and existing legislation, and with the Pinel- 
las County project as a specific example, the contribution of the Federal Govern- 
ment is very minimal despite the fact that substantial municipal, county, and 
State property that does not directly abut the shore, is constantly subject to the 
threat of storm damage and erosion. This is true because the 25-mile string of 
islands involved is rather narrow and there is a road extending in most instances 
within the erosion damage range of the entire coastline. Presently the Federal 
Government has no authority to participate through Federal contribution in 
the protection of any of this publicly owned property, simply because it does 
not actually abut on the water, although it is subject to the storm and erosion 
damage action of the water. This is only one of the examples of which many 
could be cited, where publicly owned property is affected by erosion for which 
there is no protection whatsoever under existing legislation, is not being reason- 
ably carried out, and the object of my bill is to some degree to bring the Federal 
participation realistically in line with the existing threat to publicly owned 
property. Without this bill many needed beach erosion projects have not been 
undertaken, partially due to the unfair percentage of participation required of 
local interests. Under my bill it is estimated in this instance that Federal 
participation would exceed $100,000. Under the Auchincloss bill the Federal 
share to the Pinellas project would be $299,118.33. 

It will be noted that my bill is in no sense a windfall to the intervening private 
property between the publicly owned property and the shore, in that the formula 
for participation has been reduced to one-sixth in determing public interest that 
there may be a substantial benefit resulting to the public property as compared 
to the benefit which might conceivably be derived by private property. 

This bill is the result of lengthy conferences with the United States Army 
Engineers and a representative of the Beach Erosion Board, and it is hoped that 
it is a sufficiently realistic approach to a very serious national problem that will 
merit the favorable consideration of the Public Works Committee and the 
Congress. 

I want to state in conclusion that I obviously prefer and favor the Auchin- 
closs bill and submit this proposal only in the event that a compromise becomes 
necessary and in the event the subcommittee should decide that it is not willing 
to accept the fundamental theory of Federal participation for the protection of 
private and public property combined, or, in the alternative, of private property 
only. I believe it essential that some clarifying beach-erosion control legislation 
be reported out of this subcommittee in that experience has proven~-beyond a 
doubt that the present formula for Federal participation, because the amount 
of money involved is so nominal in most instances, results in the defeat rather 
than the accomplishment of the admitted conservation purpose let alone the more 
specific purpose of protecting public lands from erosion action. I urge imme- 
diate consideration of this legislation by the subcommittee. 
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House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 18, 1956. 
Hon. JouHn A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Committee on Public Works, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear COLLEAGUE: It is my understanding that on February 20 and 21 the 
subcommittee of which you are chairman will hold hearings concerning H. R. 
4470 and similar measures. I regret that it will be impossible for me to appear 
before the subcommittee, and I shall appreciate your including in the record of 
the hearings this letter advocating approval of the legislation. 

The erosion of our shorelines, whether on the Atlantic Ocean or on Lake Michi- 
gan, is a problem which is not merely local in significance. It involves a wastage 
of the land resources of the United States, and, to the extent that such eroded 
soil is ultimately deposited in our waterways, it impairs the movement of inter- 
state vessels. If soil eroson is controlled, the Federal Government’s share of the 
cost of maintaining our navigable waterways will be substantially reduced. 

It is, therefore, appropriate that the Federal Government should share on a 
reasonable basis in the erection of necessary seawalls, even though the lands 
which will receive protection by reason of such construction are privately owned. 
I believe that the amendment to existing legislation which is proposed in H. R. 
4470 is sound and reasonable, and I hope that it will be approved by the members 
of your subcommittee. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD W. HorrMaNn, 
Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH 


Gentlemen, I am grateful for the opportunity to express my support of H. R. 
4470, particularly since my own 138th Congressional District of Illinois, which 
extends along the shores of Lake Michigan from the southern border of Wisconsin 
to the city limits of Chicago, has been over a period of years prey to the irresis- 
tible encroachment of Lake Michigan on private and public property. 

Ever since coming to Congress I have been receiving increasingly strong evi- 
dence of the irreparable damage done to public and private property along the 
shores of Lake Michigan through erosion. I have personally seen foundations 
of lakefront homes undermined, private property destroyed, and public beaches 
and parks washed away before the onslaught of the waters of Lake Michigan. 

In testifying in the past, both before the Committee on Public Works and on 
the House floor, on other bills seeking in some way to alleviate the damage done 
along the shores of the Great Lakes, I have referred to the report on the Coopera- 
tive Beach Erosion Control Study of the Illinois Shore of Lake Michigan, trans- 
mitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the Army in October 1952. This report, 
as you know, presents conclusive proof of the serious nature of the situation and 
the need for relief in order to help the besieged property owners and to preserve 
the small park area upon which the growing population of the north shore of 
Lake Michigan is dependent for recreational and health activities. 

I have also pointed out that the Office of the District Engineer, in 1949, esti- 
mated that the average damage to the lake shore within the confines of the 13th 
District would be $88,030 annually for the next 50 years. To my knowledge, the 
amount of actual damage along the shores of Lake Michigan in my district in 
the past 5 years has been much higher than the annual estimate given in 1949. In 
support of this statement, I would bring to your attention the fact that the esti- 
mated average loss by erosion of publicly and privately owned property along 
Lake Michigan for the past 5 years is $60,000 annually for the city of Evanston 
alone exclusive of damage done to the property of Northwestern University. 
For the 1-year period of spring of 1951 to spring of 1952, the total damage on 
the Illinois shore of Lake Michigan was actually $11,288,000. 

In an attempt to secure quickly the amount of damage caused by erosion along 
the shores of Lake Michigan in my district in the short time allowed since being 
notified that hearings were scheduled on H. R. 4470, I wired mayors and others 
in authority and would like to include, as part of my testimony, the enclosed 
replies. 
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Any relief that could be given to private families and to Northwestern Univer- 
sity through extension of the act of August 13, 1946, entitled “An act authorizing 
Federal participation in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned 
property” to cover their great loss would be an immeasurable aid to the individ- 
ual sufferers and a signal step in rebuilding not only actual territory but, in fact, 
the financial stability of those who have suffered damage which they individually 
find an almost unbearable burden to repair. 


WirmertteE, ILL., February 14, 1956. 
MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH : 

Reference your telegram February 10 on damage due shore erosion. Following 
figures obtained from Army engineers for 1951-52 last year survey made. Pri- 
vate property: Wilmette, $35,000; Kenilworth, $201,800; Winnetka, $1,275,000; 
Glencoe, $198,000. Public property: Wilmette, $32,000; Kenilworth, $19,800; 
Winnetka $38,600; Glencoe, none. 

FREDERICK FAVOR 
(For Lloyd Hollister, Inc.) 


WAUKEGAN, ILL, February 11, 1956. 
Hon. MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Re your wire property erosion damage. 1951-52 last-known figure, Wisconsin 
line to Waukegan: Private $649,600; public, $352,500. Waukegan to Wilmette: 
Private, $3,809,200; public, $280,200. Since that date only casual studies have 
been made. 

Rorer? Y. COULSON. 


Criry OF EVANSTON 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 


Fepsruary 14, 1956. 
To: Mr. Bert Johnson, city manager. 
From: J. F. Moring, city engineer, engineering department. 
Subject : Costs of lakefront property damage. 

Based on available information, we estimate that the average annual loss by 
erosion of publicly owned property along Lake Michigan in Evanston, is approxi- 
mately $40,000. 

If we assume that annual damage to privately owned lakefront property is 
one-half of the above figure, the total annual loss is $60,000, or approximately 
$300,000 in property losses during the past 5 years. 

In addition, loss of the use of beaches as recreational facilities is very undesir- 
able, although its value cannot be computed. 

J. F. Morrtne, City Engineer. 


NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY, 
BUILDING AND GROUNDS DEPARTMENT, 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION OFFICE, 
Evanston, Iil., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. MARGUERITE Stitr CyurcnH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Mrs. Cuurcu: This letter is written relative to the discussion I had 
with you Friday about Northwestern University’s outlay of money due to vary- 
ing lake levels. 

In 1943, Northwestern University suffered considerable loss of lakeshore prop- 
erty due to high water levels in Lake Michigan. As a temporary measure we 
installed approximately 1,000 tons of stone blocks, ranging in size from 3 to 8 
tons. The cost to do this work was $8,500. This was done because concrete and 
steel were not available for permanent piers, due to wartime restrictions. 
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In 1945, we started construction on the first of the 17 jetties which we now 
have installed. The cost of installing these 17 jetties was $241,108.48. The cost 
of landscaping the entire shoreline, after completion of the jetties, was $76,559.51. 
Damage suffered because of high lake levels which prevailed in 1952 amounts 
to $90,098.85. 

If there is any further information you wish, kindly let me know. 

Yours very truly, 
M. E. Exrere, Superintendent. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN JACK BROOKS 


Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you for this opportunity to appear at the hear- 
ing on H. R. 4470 which is proposed by Mr. Auchincloss, and for the opportunity 
to present statements I have received from Hon. C. R. (Dick) Eisler, mayor of 
the city of Port Arthur, Tex., and Mr. Lyle Vickers, executive vice president of 
the Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce. 

We on the gulf coast area in the Second Congressional District have long been 
concerned with the problem of adequate protection from gulf storms. We have 
suffered considerable damage in the past, and there’s no reason to believe that 
we won't be in the path of other storms and hurricanes in the future. 

Last year I met with other Members of Congress and talked over possibilities 
of a proposal to help finance protection of the lives and property of our people 
from high tides and wind-driven waves. This proposal, I believe, due in a 
large part to Mr. Auchincloss’ hard work and continued interest, has grown out 
of that meeting. H. R. 4470 has been proposed after careful consideration and 
stndy by many House Members from costal areas. 

This week I received word from the Corps of Engineers that a preliminary 
survey has been completed of the Texas gulf coast and it was determined that 
19 communities along this coastline are not adequately protected from hurri- 
cane winds and tides which could cause “considerable damage.” This survey 
was taken under the provisions of Public Law 71 approved in June 1955. The 
district engineer, Col. W. P. McCrone, is now taking steps to further investigate 
these particular areas and I believe he is to be commended for his realistic 
analysis and prompt action toward assessing the serious danger to these 
communities. 

Protection from hurricanes and storms in these coastal areas seems to me like 
national defense—we need it now, and not after an entire community has been 
wiped out. 

Three of these nineteen unprotected areas on the Texas gulf coast are in 
south Jefferson County, the second congressional district. The population 
of the south county communities has seen tremendous growth in the past 20 
years and both residential and business sections are continuing to expand out 
into the-areas not protected by the present seawall at Port Arthur which is 
more than 25 years old. Elevation above sea level in these areas is less than 
10 feet. 

In addition to small businesses and homes of thousands of families, two 
of the largest oil refineries in the world are located in south Jefferson County. 
Any restriction of the production of these refineries during a national emergency 
would be a serious problem to our security. 

In view of these considerations in this single area not to mention the problems 
of the entire Atlantic and gulf coasts, I would ask the committee for favorable 
consideration of H. R. 4470. 

And at this point I would like to introduce the statements from Mayor Bisler 
and Mr. Vickers: ; 


Port ArtHuR, Tex., February 22, 1956. 
Hon. Jack B. Brooks, . 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce strongly urges you to exert every 
effort to secure favorable committee action on House bill 4470. A considerable 
area of this community is subject to wind-driven waves, and seawall protection 
is an absolute necessity. We thank you for your continued work in our behalf. 


; +s LYLE VICKERS, 
Executive Vice President, Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce. 
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Port ArTHUR, Tex., February 22, 1956. 
Hon. Jack R. Brooks, 
House of Representatives, Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
On behalf of our 60,000 citizens recommend passage of House bill 4470 in the 
belief that it meets a real civic need. 
C. R. Hister, 
Mayor, City of Port Arthur, Tez. 





STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN THOMAS L. ASHLEY (NINTH, OHIO) 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today in behalf of 
H. R. 4470, which amends Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress, to protect pri- 
vate as well as public beaches and shores against erosion, byways, and currents. 

Speaking from a personal knowledge of the vast damage done by erosion in 
my area of the Great Lakes, specifically Lake Erie, I feel that this legislation 
is a necessity if we are to hold our own against the elements. What possible 
protection can we expect for our shores under the act as it stands today—with 
public-owned beaches improved and protected, while the private shores next to 
them are left untouched. All of the constructive work done by the Govern- 
ment—local and Federal—is undone by the elements. We all know that the 
Federal Government has appropriated millions upon millions of dollars in direct 
grants, loans, and emergency funds to help assist victims of flood disasters. 
The expenditure of these funds was, of course, essential, but we must face the 
fact that they wére spent not to prevent or protect citizens from the ravages of 
floods but to help meet the personal consequenses resulting from floods which 
already had taken place. 

I heartily endorse the measure under consideration today because it seeks to 
close the barn door before the horse gets away. It seems to me indefinitely 
more realistic and in the public interest to prevent the consequences of flood dis- 
aster than to continually appropriate money to aid victims who will always be at 
the mercy of the elements until such protection is afforded. 

My district in Ohio borders on Lake Erie and I have seen on many occasions 
the unnecessary destruction of homes and fertile acres because of the lack of 
minimum flood protection. At the present time it is the view of the Bureau of 
the Budget that the Great Lakes region does not come within the provisions of 
the Flood Control Act of 1936 and, as a result, thousands of miles of Lake 
Erie shores are without the benefit of Federal assistance in establishing flood- 
eontrol projects. Even more shocking is the fact that the Corps of Engineers are 
presently unable to allocate emergency funds to this area. 

It is abundantly clear that Federal action is desperately needed not only 
in aiding the victims of disasters, but to help take the necessary steps to prevent 
such disasters in the first place. It is my belief that the passage of H. R. 4470 
will make an important contribution in this direction. 





STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE LAWRENCE H. SMITH (WISCONSIN) 


It is my hope, Mr. Chairman, that H. R. 4470 will be favorably reported to the 
House at an early date. This is an important bill as are identical bills now be- 
fore your committee. You have my own bill, H. R. 4746, for consideration, but 
I yield to my friend and distinguished colleague, Mr, Auchincloss, and support 
H. R. 4470. 

My interest in lakeshore erosion problems dates back to early childhood. Born 
at Racine, Wis., which is located on the western shores of Lake Michigan, I have 
actually observed down.through the years the ravenous appetite of Lake Michi- 
gan’s wild waves. Public and private property has and is suffering great losses 
because of a lack of adequate shore protection. This is true in the entire Great 
Lakes region and a long-range solution of this problem is imperative. 

The Department of the Army considers that it would be in the public interest 
to protect private property in certain cases, but that any new law should define 
the conditions under which Federal assistance toward such protection would 
be provided. The criteria suggested is as follows: 

1. (a) The shores must be available, accessible, and suitable for public use, 
and satisfactory assurances must be given that they will remain in public use 
throughout the useful life of the project ; or 
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(b) The privately owned shores must serve to protect adjoining publiciy 
owned property under conditions which make it economically advantageous to 
preserve the privately owned shore in order to prevent imminent damage to pub- 
lie property; or 

(c) The privately owned shores are so situated as to receive incidental bene- 
fit from the project at no added cost. 

2. Except where private benefits are entirely incidental, the Federal contribu- 
tion toward the cost should be reduced below the maximum permitted by law 
in the ratio that estimated private benefits bear to estimated total benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the suggestions are wholly desirable and by 
adhering to this criteria a sound program of shore protection can be provided 
over a period of years. This is not a crash program, so called, but one that 
will take time for study and will involve the technical activities of spelling out 
the necessary provisions for finnacing. 

It is my hope, Mr. Chairman, that this matter may be considered in the present 
session of this Congress. 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: My concern for the problems of beach erosion is well 
known and I hope that you will accept a brief statement of my interest in the 
measures now being considered by the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors 
of the Committee on Public Works. 

As Representative of an area where beach erosion has taken great toll and 
created immeasurable harm, I am very well aware of the increasing seriousness 
of this problem. Hurricanes in recent years have intensified Long Island’s 
beach-erosion problem and unless adequate preventive steps are taken, the island 
will in time actually be completely inundated. 

I am seriously concerned about this problem, which is so great that the solution 
is far beyond the abilities of the local and State governments to handle. It 
requires the assistance of the Federal Government in sharing the technical and 
financial burdens involved in finding a means of adequately protecting our shore- 
lines. And it requires action now. 

I am gratified that this attention is being given the problem by your committee, 
through your consideration of H. R. 4470 and related bills, and am hopeful that 
a favorable report, which seeks to aid those areas in need of help, will be made. 

Respectfully yours, 
STEVEN B. DEROUNIAN. 





STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE De Witt S. Hyde, StxtH District, MARYLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to go on record before the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors, Public Works Committee, in support of H. R. 4470, which would permit 
the use of Federal funds for beach erosion protective measures whether the 
property is privately or publicly owned. 

It seems to me that this is definitely an area that requires protection by the 
Federal Government and it appears to be in the same category as flood control, 
and it could certainly be labeled a matter of national interest. 

I respectfully urge favorable action on H. R. 4470 by your committee. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS 


The shores of these United States represent a tremendous national natural re- 
source which is receiving greater attention as time goes by. This greater atten- 
tion results from an increase in the amount of leisure enjoyed by the people of 
the country, from the increasing ease of transportation to our shores, and from 
our general growth in population. In becoming more aware of our great coast- 
line resource we have concurrently become aware of the tremendous problem 
caused by its progressive erosion. 
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This erosion problem is quite general in scope. It affects 21 of our 48 States 
bordering on the Atlantic Ocean, Pacific Ocean, and the Gulf of Mexico. Seven 
additional States have similar problems of lesser magnitude, in that a greater 
or lesser portion of their boundary is fronted by 1 or more of the 5 Great Lakes. 
In all, we enjoy 52,000 miles of shoreline. An average of 1 foot is eroded over 
this entire 52,000 miles of land-water contact each year. Losses vary great- 
ly, ranging from as much as 100 feet per year in some areas to no loss at all 
in others, and even to accretion, or an increase in other localities. One estimate 
of direct losses due to our average erosion was set at $20 million annually. Hur- 
ricanes and other forces have increased this figure recently. This tremendous 
monetary loss does not include an inestimable loss in business profits from those 
enterprises which operate in resort areas, nor does it include the intangible loss 
of recreational facilities needed by the expanding population of our country. 

In relatively recent years since the recognition of this problem, the Beach 
hirosion Board of the United States Army Corps of Engineers has undertaken 
a continuing scientific study of the elements of this problem, of its Causes and 
of possible methods of its prevention. These studies have indicated rather con- 
clusively that the primary causes of erosion are threefold. They consist of wave 
action, tidal action, and winds. The incessant pounding of our shores by waves 
generated in distant oceans cause a continuous movement of the sand of which 
our shores consist. Tides aid and abet this movement through increasing the 
height to which the waves may act and through direct movement of material 
by the currents they produce. Winds, though much less important than the 
other elements, have blown millions of cubic yards of fine beach material from 
our shores over a period of years. A problem of increasing current interest is 
the hurricane which combines the three of these elements into their most violent 
and destructive form. In the past 2 years the hurricane problem has cost mil- 
lions of dollars in shore damage and in loss of revenue as a result of that damage. 
High winds, tremendous waves, and the peculiar storm tides associated with 
hurricanes have become a problem of national interest. 

The unseen and until recently unknown fact of continuous movement of the 
materials comprising our beaches is of tremendous importance. Though a 
beach may appear quite stable, it is actually undergoing a continuing process of 
heing eroded and at the same instant built up. The balance between these 
eroding and accreting forces is a delicate one indeed. Where there is a net 
differential between the magnitude of these forces, we notice a steady buildup 
or decline of the beach in this area. The fact thet these forces oppose one 
another in delicate balance becomes particularly important when an external 
influence, either manmade or natural, is applied which tends to favor one over 
the other. The construction of groins, jetties, breakwaters and similar control 
structures has been found to exert profound influence over the natural balance 
the locality had previously experienced. In some instances the effect is desirable 
und was properly predicted, in other instances it has proven disastrous. The 
lesson to be learned is that far too little is known by the average layman of the 
forces involved and of the influence of manmade structures. Even reputable 
engineers are occasionally surprised by the result of their work. Experience 
has proved the necessity of obtaining study of proposed improvements by those 
qualified to make an estimate of their effect. 

Our coastline represents a broad variety of types and forms. Since the type 
and form of shore influences erosive action to a great degree, each problem is 
essentially different from every other, having but the most general axioms 
of erosion control as a common denominator between them. Experience has 
proved that every manmade structure affects a relatively large section of coast, 
to a greater or lesser degree. In an average area a single groin or jetty may 
exert an influence on the regimen of coastal processes for a distance as great 
as 10 miles on either side of the structures. Reflection upon this point indicates 
the necessity of coordinated local planning for improvement. 

Under existing law, the Beach Erosion Board, acting in a consulting capacity 
to the widespread Corps of Engineers district organization, is prepared to pro- 
vide the experienced review of plans which is so necessary to economic develop- 
ment of our coastal resources. Upon approval of the Chief of Engineers and 
subject to the availability of funds for this purpose, the Federal Government may 
participate in the expense of a beach erosion control study up to an amount equal 
to 50 percent of the cost, when such a study is requested by a political sub- 
division. The Congress may appropriate up to one-third of the cost of construc- 
tion of approved beach erosion control projects designed to improve publicly 
owned lands. 
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Thus, with the encouragement and assistance, both professional and financial, 
of the Federal Government, the objective of beach erosion control has been 
placed within reach of every locality earnestly desirous of applying the latest 
and most effective procedures available to the solution of its problem. 

In my own First Congressional District of South Carolina there are acute beach 
erosion conditions and problems existing along the coastline, among which are 
Edisto Beach and Folly Beach in Charleston County, and Hunting Island Beach 
in Beaufort County. All of these are, particularly Edisto and Hunting in the 
report of Army Engineers Beach Erosion Control Board to the Secretary of the 
Army in 1951. 

Edisto beach includes the ocean frontage of a narrow, sandy barrier beach 
island about 4.4 miles long between Jeremy Inlet and South Edisto River. About 
1.4 miles of the shore frontage at the north end of the island are included in the 
Edisto Beach State Park, the remainder of the shore is privately owned. Erosion 
has caused recession of the shoreline, except at the southern end of the Island 
which is an area of marked accretion. Many cottages were damages or entirely 
destroyed during the 1940 hurricane. The State highway along this shore hus 
been damaged by erosion in recent years. 

Hunting Island is a State park. The island is about 0.7 mile wide and has 
ocean frontage of about 4.3 miles. The beach is wide and flat, backed by series 
of high sand dunes. The entire shore is publicly owned. Some building lots 
have been leased for the construction of private cottages, some of which have 
been built. The public bathhouse, close to the shore, is becoming more threatened 
by the recession of the shoreline, which has been rapid during the past few 
years. The many cottages are also being threatened by the erosion. At the 
rate of erosion at the present time, practically all the front-row cottages will 
have been undermined within a few more years. There is definitely an acute 
need for assistance to provide the necessary relief. 

Folly Beach is suffering from the same causes as are Edisto and Hunting. So 
are Sullivans Island and the Isle of Palms on which I do not have engineering 
details at the moment. 

The State legislative delegations from Charleston, Colleton, and Beaufort 
Counties in South Carolina have been urged to prepare estimates on the cost of 
providing adequate control measures along their beach fronts and to have such 
data available in time for the March meeting of the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress to be held in South Carolina. They are conscious of the problem and 
willing to cooperate, but a generous portion of Federal assistance is necessary 
for the success of the projects. 

I strongly urge that the Congress give the serious consideration to the beach 
erosion, which it deserves, and make sufficient funds available to provide the 
necessary assistance to save our beaches. 


Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, may I make a brief statement / 

Mr. Biatnix. The gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. Mack. The citizens and public officials of the State of Washing- 
ton are much interested in seeing this legislation enacted into law. I 
represent the seacoast counties of the State of Washington, practically 
all of the seacoast area of that State. There are two places where 
beach erosion is doing tremendous damage in my State. These are the 
only two places on the seacoast of the State of W: ashington affected by 
erosion, to my knowledge. 

One of these places is a community known as Toakland and the other 
is Pacific Beach. = the Toakland area the erosion damage has been 
tremendous. The sea has eaten into large areas of the seacoast and 
destroyed a large neler of summer homes. If the erosion continues 
it will wash out a primary public highway and destroy a salmon, tuna, 
and crab cannery that is of the most modern construction. There is 
a danger if the erosion continues it will lead back into the cranberry 
bogs and flood out with salt water 1,500 acres of cranberry land. 

The State of Washington is interested in participating in supplying 
funds for beach protective works to prevent this erosion. The State 
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is in favor of this legislation and this bill, if enacted will be helpful to 
the State of Washington. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatntk. I thank the gentleman from Washington. It was 
my understanding they had such a rockbound coast in Washington, 
similar to Maine, that you had no erosion problems. 

Mr. Mack. No. We have some very beautiful sandy beaches. 

Mr. Buarnix. Yes. I think the rockbound part is farther south, 
on the California side. I see we have our colleague, Mr. Minshall, 
from Ohio present. We are glad to have you, Mr. Minshall.. 












STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 






Mr. Minsuatyt. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
a pleasure to appear before the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors 

of the Committee on Public Works in support of H. R. 4470, the bill 
introduced by our distinguished colleague, James Auc hincloss. 

H. R. 4470 and the similar bills now pending before your committee 
have but one purpose—to allow the use of Federal funds for estab- 
lishing protective measures against shore erosion to privately owned 
property. 

These bills and this purpose merit your favorable consideration. 

This committee is far more familiar than I with the total destruc- 
tive force of beach erosion throughout the entire United States along 
the thousands of miles of shoreline. But I should like to call your 
particular attention to just four photographs which more graphically 
than words depict the damage toll of beach erosion to the Lake Erie 
shoreline of the 23d Congressional District—a line that extends from 
Cleveland across Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village to the 
Cuyahoga-Lorain County line, a distance of approximately 5 miles. 

If I might interject, I have placed the photographs up there. There 
you can see they are pictures of the shoreline just to the west of Cleve- 
land in the 23d Congressional District, in the city of Bay Village. 

The cost to the individual property owners to prevent the destruc- 
tion portrayed in these pictures is prohibitive, and unless there is 
outside assistance to help these private property owners, the land will 
in all probability eventually become a public waste. 

At this time I have a bill pending before your committee, H. R. 
4524, which would provide for the construction of a breakwall along 
this Lake Erie shoreline from Cleveland to the Cuyhoga-Lorain 
County line—a breakwall that would provide the protection necessary 
to arrest the erosion pictured in the photographs you have just seen. 

The Army, however, refuses to survey the project because of the lack 
of authority which the Auchincloss bill would establish. 

T am certain that other areas, including the areas so ably represent- 
ed by Chairman Blatnik, whose congressional district borders on 
Lake Superior, and C vongressman Auchincloss, whose district borders 
on the Atlantic Ocean, have projects equally as meritorius as the Lake 
Erie breakwall I propose. But, as you know, these projects need 
the assistance of H. R. 4470. 

I respectfully urge this committee to disregard certain sections of 
the Army report that would have the effect of destroying this bill 

and approve H. R. 4470 as introduced. 
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Mr. Chairman, thank you and the committee for the privilege of 
appearing before you. 

{r. Buarnux. We thank you for your assistance. Are there any 
uestions to my right? Tomy left? We thank the gentleman from 
hio. 

Mr. Minsuatz. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Buiarnig. Are there any further witnesses? We have more 
communications and statements in support which I shall ask be in- 
cluded in the record at this point. We have a telegram from the 
Ocean Bay Park Property Owners Association, Fire Island, N. Y., 
urging Federal participation in beach erosion control as provided by 
H. R. 4470. 

We have a wire by Franklin W. Barber, president, Fire Island 
Pines Property Owners Association, and a wire from E. E. Welsch, 
of New York City, urging support of H. R. 4470. We have further 
communications from Howard LeCluse, president of the Davis Park 
Association, Fire Island, N. Y., and another communication from 
Joseph J. Shapiro, of the Fair Harbor Property Owners Association, 
Inc. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all 
of these statements you have in your hand may be included in the 
record and made a part of the hearings. 

Mr. Buatrnrx. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 





NEw York, N. Y., February 19, 1956 
Representative JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Urge support of H. R. 4470 amending existing law to permit Federal participa- 
tion in erosion control project, where private property is involved in our case. 
Fire Island, N. Y., private property immediately abutting ocean, protects an in- 
land public waterway. Great South Bay as well as all of Long Island with its 
mnillions of dollars of public works. 

OcEAN BAY PARK PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
Fire Istanp, N. Y. 


New York, N. Y., February 19, 1956. 
Representative Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, River and Harbors Subcommittee, 
House Offiice Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Please work for passage of H. R. 4470 to enable Federal aid for beach erosion 
control and protection of both private and public property on Fire Island, New 
York, which will save Long Island and Great South Bay from disaster. 

NEw York CIry. BE. FE. WEISCH. 


Bayport, N. Y., February 19, 1956. 
Hon. J. A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman of Rivers and Harbors, 
Subcommittee, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I strongly advocate on behalf of Fire Island Pines Property Holders of Fire 
Island, Long Island, New York, the passing of H. R. 4470 et. al., a bill to permit 
the Federal Government to pay one-third the cost of any ocean front storm 
damage repair work on our ocean fore shore or dunes. This beach front is an 
important defense for the mainland of Long Island against hurricanes. 


FRANKLIN W. BARBER, 
President, Fire Island Pines Property Owners Association. 
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BLvuE Pornt, N. Y. 
Hon. JoHN A, BLATNIK, 


Chairman of Rivers and Harbors Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN BriatniK: The Davis Park Association is on record as 
favoring the Auchincloss bill. We urge an early hearing on H. R. 4470 et.al., in 
order to speed action on the vital question of erosion prevention for the Fire 
Island barrier beach. 

Speed, in approving this legislation is necessary, in order to permit taking 
action toward prevention of further erosion of Long Island barrier beaches. 
Time is important as further erosion may cause a serious breakthrough with 
the loss of millions of dollars in beach and mainland property. 

Yours very truly, 
Howakrp LeC.LuseE, 
President, Davis Park Association, Fire Island, N.Y. 


Mon MovuTH CountTY MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Neptune City, N.J., February 16, 1956. 


Hon. JAMES C, AUCHINCLOSS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This association at its regular meeting on February 15, 
unanimously went on record as favoring the passage of legislation as contained 
in H. R. 4470. 

Very truly yours, 
W. THomAsS BENNETT?, Secretary. 


THE Boarp or CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, 
OCEAN COUNTY, 
Toms River, N.J., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES C, AUCHINCLOSS, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear REPRESENTATIVE AUCHINCLOSS: As a member of the Board of Chosen 
Freeholders of the County of Ocean, N. J., I am charged with the preservation 
of beaches, which are the backbone of this county’s largest industry—recreational 
travel—as well as that of the Garden State. In 1955, tourism accounted for 
$225,800,000 of gross income along the 56-mile shoreline of this county (the 
longest portion of the coastline of New Jersey). 

The most serious threat to the livelihoods of those engaged in this major 
enterprise lies in the eroding of our birthright, the facing beaches or coastwise 
shore, from winds and tides. Frontal attacks are unexpected and devastating, 
always serious and of a continuous nature, so as to threaten the very existence 
and to destroy large sectors of beach front and adjacent public and private 
property. 

Herein lies also the great hinderment to adequate protection of the beaches 
and the application of man’s total effort to stem the erosion which carries away 
his right to make a living as well as the very substance of this major industry, 
beach front strand and business locations. 

Ocean County enters its approval forthwith of H. R. 4470, a measure to provide 
the use of Federal funds to protect private as well as public beaches, for the 
safety and preservation of the total shoreline at any one place, without regard 
to defining sectors, and losing all at cricital points. 

We urge the approval of the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, and the 
enactment of this principle into law, because it presents a measure basic to 
our defense—the proper defenses of our national shoreline in peace as well as 
in war. Encroachment on privately owned property adjacent to publicly 
owned works is tantamount to eventual destruction of the whole segment of beach 
front. Without the power to protect total areas of beach lands we face their 
disintegration by tidal nibbling and piecemeal destruction. 

The right to protect our sum and total and the American coastal shoreline is 
a properly shared public right with the States under cooperative coast arrange- 
ments. This right must not be considered to be surrendered in the parceling of 
riparian rights to private owners, since a nation’s shoreline must be always 
available for proper and public defenses. In every sense, the obligation to 
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preserve the whole and total shoreland of the continental United States, without 
regard to ownership, is inherent in our guaranties of rights to the States and 
in their common exercise for defense against the ravages of uncontrolled tides, 
to be recognized as a common enemy of all exposed property. 
Very truly yours, 
A. Paut Kine, Freeholder. 


Farr HARBOR, 
Fire Island, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN: The Fair Harbor Property Owners Association, com- 
prising a very substantial majority of the property owners and residents of Fair 
Harbor, a community located on Fire Island, N. Y., urges strong support and 
favorable report on House bill 4470 and companion measures. 

This community is located on an island some 40 miles in length and bearing 
in width from 1,000 feet to less than a mile. The island serves as a barrier 
protection to upward of 60 miles of water frontage of industrial and residential 
Long Island, embracing hundreds of millions of dollars in waterfront real estate 
and property. 

Our association urges favorable report on such measures in the interest of 
the entire south shore of Long Island. 

Thank you very much for any attention that you may give this urgent bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
Fark HARBOR PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
By JoserpH J. SHAPIRO. 


VILLAGE OF SALTAIRE, 
Suffolk County, N. Y., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. JoHn A. BLATNIK, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BLATNIK: May I, on behalf of the mayor and board of 
trustees of our village, respectfully urge a report by your Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors recommending enactment by the Congress of H. R. 4470 or 
one of the companion measures designed to permit Federal participation in 
erosion-control projects. 

Our village, in common with other communities of the south shore of Long 
Island, is threatened with destruction as a result of the continuous coastal 
erosion of recent years. We have done everything in our power on a local basis, 
but no single municipality has the resources to combat a hazard which affects the 
entire seaboard of the country. There is an imperative need for Federal assist- 
ance to supplement the efforts of the States and local governments. 

A member of the Fire Island Erosion Control Committee, a voluntary organi- 
zation representing all of the communities of our area, will appear before your 
committee to demonstrate the loss and damage we have sustained. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANCIS V. GOGGINS, 
Village Attorney. 


Mr. Grossinger offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 
RESOLUTION No. 25 


Whereas there is pending before the House of Representatives at Washington, 
H. R. 4470, concerning the amendment of the “act authorizing Federal participa- 
tion in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned property,’ approved 
August 13, 1946; and 

Whereas it is the purpose of the amendment of said act to include damage to 
private property : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this Board go on record as favoring the passage of said amend- 
ment, in the interest of adequately protecting our shore front and coastline, and 
facilitating the operating under the said act, and urge the passage of said act 
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by the Congress of the United States and hereby offer the following in stipport 
thereof, viz: 

1. This board has found that in the work of protecting our shore front by 
seawalls, bulkheads, jetties, and other similar projects, in most cases it has 
been impossible to construct a satisfactory project unless it is broad enough in 
scope to protect a given area in which there may be certain privately owned 
property, which, if eliminated from the scheme, leaves an unprotected stretch 
where the erosion is intensified and results in an accelerated amount of erosion 
not only to the privately owned property, but also to the adjoining publicly 
owned property on either side. 

2. This board also finds that the shore front is becoming more extensively 
held by the public, and the privately owned property diminishing, but there is 
still sufficiently privately owned property scattered in between the publicly 
owned property to prevent a proper and adequate protective project being con- 
structed without including all property within a given area in such an 
improvement. 

3. This board has had experience in the construction of the Monmouth County 
seawall from Highlands to Long Branch, that it would have been impossible to 
do the same if it had been obliged to leave gaps in the wall on account of privately 
owned property. This board submits that the general public good in this case 
required a continuous wall which not only protected the county road known as 
Ocean Avenue running from Highlands to Sea Bright, but prevented the Atlantic 
Ocean from breaking through the narrow peninsula from Sandy Hook south 
into the Shrewsbury River, destroying a main artery of travel along the ocean 
for the Nation, State, and county from the northern portion of Monmouth County, 
to the southern part, and also destroying the Shrewsbury River and merely 
carrying the problem of erosion by the ocean further inland, and the general 
public welfare required the construction of the same. 

4. This board submits the protection of our shore front from erosion by the 
ocean as absolutely essential to the furthering and encouraging the healthful 
recreation of our people, as is declared to be the public policy of the United 
States in said act, and that the same cannot be done properly if the limitation 
of the act is confined to protecting public property only; and further submits 
that any protection to privately owned property in said work is merely incidental 
to the general public welfare and in fact the elimination of protection to such 
privately owned property destroys the protection intended for the publicly owned 
properties. 

Seconded by Mr. Sherman and adopted on rolleall by the following vote: 

In the affirmative: Messrs. Voorhees, Grossinger, Woolley, Sherman, and Direc- 
tor Irwin. 

In the negative: None. 


CERTIFICATION 


I hereby certify the above to be a true copy of a resolution adopted by the 
3oard of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Monmouth at a meeting held 
February 15, 1956. 

[SEAL] Irvine 8S. Bennett, Olerk. 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Trenton, February 29, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES C. AUCHINCLOSS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DeEAR CONGRESSMAN: I have had a study made of H. R. 4470 which would 

amend the existing statute so as to include privately owned property within the 
program of dealing with beach erosion. 





As you know, we have been concerned with a project from Sandy Hook to 
Manasquan Inlet, the estimated cost of which is about $24 million. Under exist- 
ing law, by reason of the present limitation of Federal participation to publicly 
owned lands, the Federal contribution would be about $3 million. Under your 
bill the Federal contribution would be $8 million. This is a distinct and desir- 
able step forward in meeting the serious problem but frankly I must add that 
the remaining burden is imposing and may prove insurmountable. In short, I 
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would like to see a measure which goes further but would welcome the adoption 
of your bill as an improvement and perhaps furnishing some basis within which 
the local problem may be resolved. 
Sincerely, 
Rozert B. MEYNER, 
Governor. 


New York, N. Y., February 19, 1956. 
Representative JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
House OFFICE BUILDING: 

We hope for your support of amendment H. R. 4470 to permit the Federal 
Government to participate in the erosion control of Fire Island, N. Y. Without 
this Federal help Fire Island will find itself in great danger as will Long Island 
if Fire Island is allowed to be washed away. 

Very sincerely, 
MADALYNNE AND LAWRENCE KuRTz. 

Ocean Bay Park, FIRE ISLAND, N. Y. 

Mr. Buatnix. The Chair would like merely to state that all of these 
are in suport of the legislation being considered by the committee. 
Are there any other witnesses ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buatnik. Are there any witnesses in opposition to the legis- 
lation ¢ 

With the road hearing going on we will plan to adjourn at 11 a. m. 
Again I will announce that all members and witnesses have 10 addi- 
tional days for filing their statements. Mr. Auchincloss, the committee 
has heard all of the witnesses and completed the hearing. 

Mr. Cramer. I would like to submit a statement which I am in the 
process of preparing. Having introduced H. R. 5363 as a possible 
compromise in the event the Auchincloss bill should not be approved, 
although I am very much in favor of his bill, I would like to make a 
statement concerning that bill and with regard to my support of Mr. 
Auchincloss’ bill. 

(Statement of Rep. Cramer appears on p. —65.) 

Mr. Buarnix. Without objection it is so ordered. The hearing will 
be:concluded. 

(Whereupon, at 11 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 


x 








